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‘ . UBSTRACT ' g

‘ > P .
This paper describes in detail an &pproach to measuring ‘availability of
materials in a small- or medium-sized library. It is designed to provide a
librarian without compuding facilities and elaborate equipment a rela-
tively inexpensive Sirswero the question: “‘What is the likelihood that a

particular book is owned by. the library and available for'use When it is™

needed by auser?” Also suggestedis an approach to measuring availability
by type of material in addition to that of individual items. The main body
of the text presents a discussion of the literature on document delivery
measurement, the considerations upgn which thisshort interview ‘ques-
tionnaire method is based,detailed instructions far im plerﬁemation ofthis
survey, and ¢comparative data needed to put results of this measure in
context. Sample questionnaires and instructions for scoring are included.
The text is followed by an appendix demonstrating the application of the
instrument in a medium-sized public library. The principal objective of

this handbook is to suggest an approach to library use measurement that
seeks low-cost methods to.provide yseful informationi for developing *
} . Al

librayy policies.
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Providing materials to userson demand is generally considered to be one of
the principal obligations of libraries. This paper presents an approach to
the evaluation of a library's performance in delivering materials torusers.
The definitions of document availability employedIn this dpproach are
widely used, and.the methodology applied—that of initerviewing users
about their actual_demands—is'hot unique. Thijs particular method has
been developed t6 meet some very stringent requirements, however. It is

" designed primarily with the small- to medium-sized public library in
,mind, where it is expected that the librarian will not have large amounts of

money or time, to commit to a dscument delivery $tudy, and will not have
adcess to computers to compuieand tabulate final results. The approach is
not one of generalevaluation of'the library’s services, but rather one which

.aims directly at evaluating satisfaction of users’ demands for materials.!

, ]
‘ - s

In a fecent survey of the literature on evaluation of library use, Robert W.

Bumns has suggested a. number of minimum requirements for adequate

LR
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evaluatfon. He says that three types of data should be required: (1) demo-

graphic data on, the composition of the user population; {2) preferential*
data on what the uset's opinions are about the services the library tifersand
its success in delivering those services; and (3) behaviordl data on the
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choices users make inap roachmg and respondmg to the library. Burns s
conception-of a proper study is one which is multifadeted, dealing wijth
. many aspects of the library’s seryices, continuous rathénthan a one-t{nte
affair; and communitywide, i. e..fit should evaluate usersand nonusers of
lhe library. In addition, Burns argues that the survey should cover a wide
variety of responses to the user, ﬂrd should not be limited to one ty pe’ of
research tool; it should include oral interviews and phone interviews, as
. well as questionnaires.? The list $ums presentsof requirements for availa-
. bility study is certainly admirable, but it implies by its \er%lenglh a Costly
+and comphcated study. Italse implies a study aimed primarily at research
.interests in the fleld of dpcument delnery rather than at the interests of
llbrarv mar?agt:rs . 3

The manual presented here is almost exactly the opposite of what Burns
suggests It considers only jhe single aspect of document delivery. It uses
only one mcthod o’fsur\e) —an interview- quesuonnalre It allows for only
. bmary yei@o) responses to the quesuons it asks. These restrictions areall.
deliberate. By ~limiting the questions to the single aspect of document
deluer) the time needed to complete the survey is very Short. Thls, com-
bined With'a brief interview, allows the response ra¥’to be very high, so
that interviews are ned wasted by users’ failure to report the avaitability of
_ materialsgheyseek. The yes-no formatis adopted because dalivery of books
and ,othsj librdry materials_is essentially a binary process—either the
material is found by the user or it is niot. This approach may not serve the
interesgs &f compréhensive library research, but & does provide direct
information on the functioning of the smgle aspect of the library it
proposes to measure. “'hlLC the librarian might be interested in the age, sex
and income distributien of the patron population, unless thxsmformatxon .
can’be translated into reliable probabilities of materials requests, it is not
veryruseful in evaluating document dellgry services. At some futuré time,
- such a predictive model may be developed by thécomprehensive research
e Burns suggests. The aim of the test presented here is more modest. It is
deﬁg%to provide a simple and effective measure of the ability of the
_ library 6 provid€ materials demanded, and to indicate whether further
investigation or remedy is needed. The librarian faced with the questign
“How come the book I want is not on. the shelf?”” may_ultimately be
interested in predicting demand for materials, but in themeanume‘he/ she
may be satisfied with identifying whether the problem is one of two few
titles owned by the library or of oo fmv—ebmes of<titles already owne

1 4 ‘e
It should be remembered that lmmedlate delnery of materials is the ideal to
" which.most llbrarlans aspire, but that this ideal is certainly unattainable,
and approachmgn is not cheap.? Itis the nature of users that demands will * «
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not be uniformly dlstrlbuted over subjects, but will cluster on popular
1tems or sub)ects Even boogstores cannot always provide immediate acces
when items are for sale, and it is probany unreallsuc to expect.hbl‘anes to

." . .
0
A ‘ . . -
f.
¢ *. . .

, Test Objectives - / -

The ob)ecme of this sxmple survey is to estimate the availability of mate-
nals in the library. Thls will be expressed as an availability rate, which is
thé probabhility that d’user seeking an item or group of i items in the library
will find it when he Jshe wantsit. To provide a broad and accurate estimate
of this rate, users’ demands are divided inta “item’ requests and ‘“‘class”
Tequests. Item requests are demands by users for individual known books,
“records, periodicals, or other specific pieces of materjal the library might
N hold, whichsthe user knows about before comifig to the library. “Class”
requests are demfnds for one or more itemsjhelonging to any mgoup of
. similar materials; This may include, for example, books or' materials on a
common subject, materials of a .specific genre, materials by the sarhe
author, or sorhe bther group of materials definable to theuser. The impor-
tant distinctionfis that item requests are for one known rtem whlle class
requests are forjohe or more ‘of several similar items. .
. ; .
f— Avallablluy h been broken down'm the library literature into two parts.
The question Pf whether the library owns the material requested can be
. . reformulated {0 spt&the probability that the library holds the material.
This is calledéhere the holdings rate. A separate question is whether the
materldl own¢ by the }ibrary is on the shelf available for use at the time the
-user requests-the material. This may be reformulated as the propability
that material owned by the’library is on thé shelf at any given time. Thisis
called here the'shelf rate. The availability rate is the product of these two
Y)robdbllmes! and is the probability thatan itemor group of items is Owned
’ *by "the llbrary and on the shelf when requested by a user.! i

. Although many surveys of materials availabilityhave been done, they have
re,mamed latgelfin the realm of the academic styfdy of librarianship rather

« than i in the dom 'n of library management. Most often, questions about

have been jncprporated into larger studies of library
hus been limited to institutions with access to the
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N researchers and research funds that large-scale surveys require. Where
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stullies have been developed on a more modest scale, they have geherally
been studies of the shelf availability of individual items in the library.® The
» + applicability of previous surveys to small- or mediumssized public librar-
ies has been limited by both the cost and the design of the instruments.
Most library admuistrators simply do not have large research grants 10
conduct studies of materials use, and would rather spend funds on pur-
chases or personnel. The survey presented here was dev eléped to provide
an mexpensive and straightforward tool for a librarian to use to determifne
the magnitude of amateérials availability problem (if one exists), to identify_
whether the problem stems from madequate holdings of the library or
insufficient numbers of ¢opies of materials already owned, torelateavai a}a-
bility problems to actual patterns of use of the library, and to provide/arr
indication of w hat remedy or further study may be necessary to 1mproxe the
avaxlablhty of ma;erlals ‘ .

.

v —-

a

The survey outhlned herc will‘provide the following statistics: N

~ 1. Item holdings rate—the probability (exIessed in the form 0.00) thagan ,
item demdnded by.a user will be owned by the library. .

2. Item shelf rate—the probabjlity that an item ow ned by the llbrary isga—
the shelf when it is reques d. "

3. Item avazlabzlzty rate—th uem holdings rate muluphed by the ite
shelf Tate, the probability fthat an item is owned and on the shelf when
requested.

1. Class holdings rate—the probabilit{ that the library owns materials in
classes demanded by patrans.

. Class shelf rate—the probability that a class of-items owned by the

llbrary is on the shelf when requested.

6. Class availability rate—the class holdings ;}te multiplied by the class—

(513

shelf rate, the.probability that a lass of itemg is owned and on the shelf
when requested. The concept of class avaifability is partly subjective.
The implication is that enough .of the material of a class is owned.o
on the shelf or both to satlsfy th(;)xser sdemand. Users will have varying
notiorfs of how much is “enough.” This is intentionally vague because
what 1s lmportant is whether the patron is satisfied, however vague the
request, not whether there are one, two, three, or whatever number of
items of the class on hand

v
Of course ll 1S lmp0551ble\o descnbe av allablllty of materials unless users’

demahds are first accurately described. This survey first asks the user to
describe his. her approach to llbrary materials (by item, by subject, by type
of material, or by format), and then to report the success or failure of {»he
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4 Fmal}y the sur\ey gjves ‘Information on
- classes of works. held by the hbrary and will
problem areas. .

terials axallablluy mlhm
id in the identificition of

- .
L v

\’.I‘esling \ie(hods “ .

- library the choice of a standard may be unambiguous, as in Orr's study of

for the researcher must e$fitate the tastes of the popllgtion the library
serves, and try to find some standard to match. O, as in the case of the
DeProspo study, a sample may be drawn {rom a source )sting a very wide
range of materials. m whlch casd the hkehhood lhal a mall msmuuon +

cal researchers. For a general library the choiceof a stan‘g‘ard 1s notobvious,

ask users what they wantand whethersthey find it in the llbgan Somq
. librarians mxghl suppose that this would be a direct method, to discover _
. patrondemands, but in fact it is another form of sampling. If palsrons who

enter the hbrary are, asked db()ul what they want, they might tell the
«researcher only what lhey want at the ume lhey enter. The resedré{ler must
.- then make lhc assumption, that their demands are representative of the | )
entire user populduon Furthermore, the demands actually made }y use.s
. who enter the library are only a small part of the demands they,might
make. Finally, thete are people in any community who presently 3 ¢ not
library users but who might become usegs if the library werebetter suited to
therr needs. These people are notincluded atall. Therefore, asking atual’
R 1T O the library what their demands for materials are is, in fact, drawing
- a sample from a pool of p’resent and possxble demands of present and
*possible users.’ e
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It can also be argued that actual user demands on the library may reflect s
“materials and sérvices users expect the library to supply, whith in turn may 2
reflect what the library has provided in the past. Orr argues that user
suryeys measure only “manifest demand” and do not measuremformauon ’
needs that’ ar¢ not brought to. the library. E\en circulation frgures may
represent unfilled demands in the sense that ugers may be m]lmg to settle
»for what the lrbrary has, even though what is desrred 1s not held or not

. avallable ~ '

-
L]

Despite the limitations outlined, a suney of user demands is emponed in
. the test dgscribed here. The problem of selecting a standard for an individ-
ual public library from which to draw a sample of citations has not been
. satisfactorily solved, because such a standard musteepresent the demands .
. " of the individual community the library serves. A sample of actual .
.demands represents at least some part of the community, and can be
verified by taking larger or successive SUPFEY 5 survey will also give direct
- * information about the form’or level of generality in which demands are N
made, which will inform ¢ven theamost astute hbrarm‘n about the tastes of .
the library's .users. dnd«the nature of their demands. Clrculauon frgures
. provide direct mformaud)n to the libragian on what users are able to find in

t the library. A'survey of w, hat patrons want and are not able to find wili .
provide information so the librarian may better serve users. . )
N . »
T S IR . \
Tesr Demgn v L Lol C v

The, objecme in de\elopmg the survey techm‘que prcsentcd here was to e
provide managena'lj; usefut 1nformauony\on the distribuition of user -
demands an‘d the av a,rla.blllty of materrals The goal should be to abtain the.
largest number of usable responses with the léast amount of staff time. For. .
this reason, the umber of questions on the survey form has been llmrted 50 .
“the quesuonnarre does not eccupy more than one sheet. Questions are
simply worded and use as little library terminology as possible. A layge
amount of white space ha¢ been left-on the quesuonnarre to make it
appealing to the eye and easy to read. In general, the ength and number of
questions were deslgned to minimize rsspondems time and increasdthe
likelihood that the forms wouldjbe returned.! To enhance the return rate ,
“ further, the questionriaire was esigned to be admlmstered in an initial .
*# 7 interview with the user, The Ditefview enables the researcherto explain the ,
©* study, solicit the, consent. of theuser, and record the exact.nature ‘of the
user’s request before the user anroaches the Iibrary's collection. The st
then need only repopt the results of the search upon leaving the lrbrary . -
_ —Thereturnrate of questronnarrg&m the pretest of this method (see Appen- ]
. dix A) tvas oy er 95%. The approach of this method is to mininmize eosts by . \
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enhatiding user cgoperation and at the same time reducing the direct costs

of administering the test. The survey was designed to meet the following
criteria; .

1. Gost. The survey should require a minimum of materials to administer
the test. It should require a minimum of staff time and should be simple
enough to be administered by a library clerk or trained yolunteer. It
should demand agminimum of time of the researcher to code, score and
compile test results. It should require no elaborateﬁraining program to
teach Lhe fesearcher and assistants {he methods used to administer the
test.

. Equipment. The test should require no sophisticated computational and
scoring_equipment. It should be producible with standard office sup-
plies or with equipment readily available at reasonable cost. Libraries
with access to computers and programmers to score and compile test
re;ults should obviously design different instruments to take advantage
of!the economies such equlpmem offers.

3. Patron time. The test should minimize Ratron time to complete the
quesuonnalre This is a serious matter since much,survey research treats
time of the subjects as free. An effort to make the test instrument as
slmple and easy to complete wiHl reduce the resistance of patrons to
participate and enhance the return rate of quesuonnalres

’

These considerations, require that the test be simple, cheap and to the
pomt The researcher’may be tempted to ask a larger number of questions
or to provide a wide latitude {or possible responses, but should be aware
that.the price of increased length is a lower response rate and less coopera-
tion. This survey asks the questions necessary to get estimates of ownership
and availability, and leaves room for a few additional items the researcher
of library may wish to include. If some weaknesses are detected in a portion
of the collection, additional information about that specific problem may
be desired later. If so, appropriate instruments and measures may then be
designed to diagnose the problem specifically. This survey should be
thought of as a preliminary mdlcator of the abiliiy of the library to supply |,
materials demanded by users.’ If the scores are sausfactory to the library
admlnls(ratlon, then a minimiim of time and énergy will have been
expended to discover this. If, on the other hand, scores are lower than
desired, further testing may be undertaken, if needed, and remedies for the
problem designed. (Some ‘suggestions of possible lines of more detailed
inquiry are offered in the secuon dlSCussmg limitations.)

ro

“This suney requires the followmg commitments of staff and materlals

1. It is designed to be administered to users as they enter the hbrary A
staff person would be placed at each entrance of the llbrary for the time-

10 -
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“the test is being administered. By using at initial brief interview, the
administrator of the test can verbally direct the user through the first
questions, especially t ‘he distinction between item and class requests so_
the written questions can be brief and to, the point. The person who'
admmrsters the test should be conversant with the questions asked and
their 'meaning, and able to encourage users to complete the form cor-
rectly and completely. The person should also be familiar with the test
¢ objecti\es so that he she may answer questions users may have about
the purpose of the survey. ' ‘ .
The.tést is desrgned to be coded and scored by a researcher or the clerk
e who admlmstcr§ the test in a few minutes, Responsesare coded onto the
forms themselves, counted, and correct values entered on the scoring
- worksheet. The final tabulation of results should takeno more than an
evening or two of the researcher’s time.
. The test requires printing or dupllca.ting equipmem capable “of .
~ printing on two sides of a.shees, This i Is not beyond most print or copy.
. shops. ot
1. three-holg punch with mowble punches is needed to punch holes for
the keysort scoring method used. ‘
A small electronic calculator is desirable. Most libraries have some kind
of calculator.
A method of selecting testing times at random is needed;-A method
using a random ndmber-table I/arla‘ble in most statistics books) and a
simpler method using a die and a coin are suggested below.

’

a -

3.

6.

s i "
The Test

The sample questionnaire included heré consrsts of six quesuons to be
. answered by each user in the sample of users. The questions are simply
worded and treat the 2\aila5ility problem .in its barest essentials. Item
requests are handled on’the frontof the sheet. The user is asked fo report the
. fame of the item as well as possibleupon entry mto the lrbr.xr) andreport
upon leaving the llbrary whether the library owns the book(or otheritem)
"and whether it was available for use. Class br type:of-material reuests are
entered on the back side of the sheet. The form suggested here allows
certain types of requests o be chégked off, but users with requests for
subjects or-authors are asked to write in the type of request as specifically as
) possible. The user is then asked to report ownarship and availability of the.
class of materials and return the questionnaire upon leaung the library.
The definition of O\Vnershlp and availability must be vaguer for requests
for types of materials than for items, because the questian becdmes whether
,lhe library has enougir materials ‘of the type demanded™to satisfy the

S
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. demand. Onl; the users can judge this, and they shguld be encouraged to
repoft, fa’xlure if n?& enough materxal is found . .
A 1s-1mporlam to separate those seeking knqwn‘ individual item from
’ those seeking an item from a group of items, because the chances of finding
a specific item will be lower than the c}rances of. fmdmg at least one of = '
» - number of similar items. Forsethple if the item availabitity ratg is070,
) . then'the chance of fin nding an “individual ifem is 70%. If a patron islooking
. for, e.g., at least one of five similar. items, the same dfem avallablluy rate
producds an availability rate for at least one of frve ifetns 6£0.998. This is
1-(probjibility that all five are missing) = 1-(0. 30)*=0.998. In other words
< the chajce of finding at least one of five items if the availability rate for
.each itdm is 0.70 is nearly certain.™ For this reason, class requests must be
kept separate to avoid overesumatmg the.actual availability 'rate.

The dlstmcuon between 1tem and class requests will also tell the librarian '
. how the library's resources are usually used, i. €., whether patrons are more .
J . likely to be looking for a specific item or ond of some group of iterps. A -

librarian may care to know, for example, whether service can be improved

" through acqursmon of duplicage copies of title$ in demand or by adding_
ddmonal titleg in areas of high demand. It has been4ound in academic’
hBrarres lhat more requests are for items than for subjects and that the

proporuon of users seekmg individual titles i mcreasea with the academrc .
.- status of theuser. Taghocozzo and Kochen reported in a catalog use study

.at Michigan thatg1.7% of searche} in the general librarywere for kpown

items, 68% inthgfundergraduate library, and 49.5% in thg Ann Arbor Ppbhc s

Lrbrary 5A19 4 Birmingham.University Library study reported that 65% %

of gradtiate user searches were for known publications, versus- 32% for .
. undergraduate users Llp,etz.esumated that 56% of the demahd by Wsers of

the Yale University libraty, was ‘for known items versus 33% for sub]e§

The usage of public libraries is not so clear, hewever. While a survey of the

reseaych libraries of the New York Public-Library showgd the breakdown ;

. betweendterg and subject requests to bé roughly the s ame as at Yale, when
- Smaller, less,schdlarly collécfions are surveyed, thep poruon nfay change
* . . radically.” A survey of pulflic libraries in Suntimit County, Ohio, i?)'und Ve
b that only 20% of users came to the library for.specrfr[ titles whfile $9% came Lo
for browsing purposes In Grand Rapids, Mlgbrgan an tven smalfer. =
.number olfitem requests—20%-——was' reported.” The proportion of itgm ., ‘
. and cl'ass requests will tell¢he librarian what kmds o‘f'ste;‘may [0:34 helpful
to increase avarlablluy. , . 4 .

_ . P
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*
Knowledge of the proporuon of jtem and class? fequests may also mfluence
the choice of approprrate mstrum nts for measurement of avarlabrhty rates
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“themselves. It can | be argued that measuréments designed to estimate . -
a\axlabllny of individual nems; will underesumate the true a\allablluy of o
" the library's collectiqn if users are not usually looking for known items in .
. (he library bu( rather are looking for materlals by subject or type.
T he second quesuon on each :nde of the quesuonnam\ asks if the library
owns the item or material the patron wants. This may be more complicatéd
than it seems, sinée an accurate Yesponse requires some ‘Rpowledgeonthe |
part of the patron of how tadetermine what thé library holds. Many users
may be unfamiliar with catalog Qrganization and use, or may not be aware
that periodicals’and serials may be Hsted elsew.hgr)c in the libiary. For this

. reason, sume examples of how mformauongbout ownership, might be
discovered are worded into the quesuon {The explanahon uses the term )
magazine in favor of the mote accurate periodical Or serial, bec'guse the . -
lattey two iy noL be familiar to the user.) Additional dlffl(.ul[l(.‘\ ay be
answerc‘d ;ﬁ the interview.

0

Ln all qucsuons a p&sun who has found what he. shé-wanted need qnly -
© mark ‘yes. " On, the gther hand, persons who find the lihrarys resources Voo
lacking are offered an additional service if they desire it. The library of{e{s
to acquire-or botrow the material requested. Most publie libraries hav 3
A procedurES allowing users to request purchase or. interlibrary loan. of .
materjals not owned by .the library. The form suggested Here offers usery” .,
+ s service expllutly to those who did not find materials. In the library in \ .
which the pilot survey of this'method was conducted (see Appendix A), the
_library ‘spolicy | istooffer purchasc consideration forms or ifiterlibrary loan’ .
request “forms dall userg,who cannot find items sought. To find out ifthe ..
user was offex"ed ihis optién, all that was needed was to ask the user if
-le she asked a staff member for assistance.” Asking if’ assistance, was
requestedl af€o reduces the number of failures ‘that nged (3 be searched by
the researcﬁer (if such searchmg is desifed at all), because library staff =
pqllcy Js ,u@ search 4or the item iyith the user, sO it can reasonably be ., ..
assumed that nelthex the librarian nor the user could fmd the material.
‘ The thlrd quesuon on each side asks if the item or materlal wason the shelf
when the patron lgoked for it. This follows a ogical sequence, since, itis L.
/itpossible l)[or a user to find something the library do¢s not own. (For th'é\
purposes of thistest, materials technically not owned by the library, such as
“mitétials the library has borrowed from a régional library center or some,
other network, should be considered ““owned" if they are held by ;he hbrary !
* and available for use, )Thgs, iLis lmpOSSIble toAnswer* no".loqueguohsﬁ
or 5 and “yes" to quesuons 3or6, respecuvely However logical thisorder -~ °

- . of questiomng may be, it may be the rCVCrse order in whlch many users °
K .8 o "
- l‘ ¢ . i t—” * l‘2 ) ) . . '. .
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< ascertain whether the library owns material. Parucularly for fiction, auser
may proceed first 1o the shelf for material and may only later, or never, look
in the catalog to find out if the item or material is actually owned. This is
only logical from the user's point.of view, since if material is not available
for use it really does nhot matter whether it is owned or not?

The user should supply only the information he “she knows, so it‘mﬁy be
¢ thatan answer will appear to questions'3 or 6 without a corresponding
response to the prévious question. The researcher should anticipate this
R possibility and instruct the test admlmstrator

s . ’

K The estimates to be derived from the test are as follows

1. Item holdings rate. This is the number of' yes > responsés to question 2
divided by the number of *‘yes” responses ‘to quesuon 1. -
2. Item shelf rate. This is the number of “yes" responses to question 3~
N divided by the number of ‘yes” responses to quesuon 2.
. 3. Item availability rate. This is the number “yes’ responses to question 3°
divided by“iIv number of ‘‘yes” responses to questio_n 1.
-~ (Note that IAR = IHR X ISR.)
- 4. Class holdings rate. Thisisthe number of “yes’ responses to quesuon5
divided by the number of “‘yes” responses to question 4.
- .5:,Class shelf ra te. This is the number of “‘yes'" responses to question 6 di-
. -+ vided by the number of “yes” responses to quesuon 5.
6. Class.availability rate. This is the number of “"yes" responses to question

6 divided by the number of “‘yes" responses to question 4 “N¢
o (Note also that CAR = CHR X CSR.) . &=
, The quesuonmure readily generates the following additional information
N which shiould be of interest to the librarian:«*

1. Percentage of patrons 3 who look for known i nems This is the number of
¢ ) "ycs responses to question 1 dlvukzd by the fotal number of question-
" _ naires.

2. Percentage.of patrens looklng for subjeet areas or other classésof i 1tems
This.is-the number of “yes” responses to quesuon 4 lelded by the total

~  number of quesuonnmres A
_ 3. The remaining percentage coitesponds to palrdns in the library for
some .other reason. Y :

' 4, The distribution of requests by subject or tym foritem orclass requests. .

based on responses to Quesuons 1 and 4.
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Test Administration

The librarian or researcher should Select a convenient and reasonable
method of administering the qucsum\ aire; there are many possible
methods. An effort should be made to getthe lar J'ist numbér of responses
possible withth est staff Hours. However, anfbthod should be devised
- ",s0 that groups of people are ndt madvertemly excluded. A librarian might’
_ be tempted to test at peak usage times of day, or certain weeks of the year
when usage isknown to be,hlgh This might sausfy the goal of amaximuym
number of responses, bug might not represent users as a whole. Cerftain
times of the day mlghtq have men, or women, or certain (zccupauondl
groups reprcsented in smallepproporuons than among users as a whole.

Some method of selecting times of admlmstmuon should be used that does
not intentionally or inadvertently give an unrepresentative sample. 1I'hg‘:
goal should be that any user has the same chance of being interviewed as
any other user. For example the librarian should select spme weeks at
random from the year, then décide to interview, say, every third or fourth .
patron during those weeks. Of, the librarian could select at random several
days per morith angd survey qll or part of the patrons on those days. A
disadvdntage of such a procedure is that one staff person per entrance
would be occupied for entire days or weeks and kept from his. hes regular
duties. The load on the staff would be especmlly heavy if all users were to be
mterwewed inany given perlod of tme.

. a

Drott suggests the following procedure for selecting 1ntc;newgng times.?

First decide how long the survey should take and count the number gf days,
hours and minutes in the period. ;f the library is open Monday —Frlday 99
and Saturday 9-6, and the survey is to last two week, then the problem isto
convert,random numbers tq 12 days, 12 houas, and 60 minutes. Drott
suggest}rh; following rule for comuung the first tworandom digitsin the
table to days. .o ,

o S—

7 Convert them to:
00 to 07 . O
- 08w l15 . 2,

88w - - -4l
96 1099 : '. Sklp

. The same rule may then be used 0 conyert to time of day by lettifig 9.-10
AM.=1,10-11 AM.=2, et¢. Within each hour, the exact time for interview-
ing could then be detérmined by létting on-the-hour = 1, five-minutes-

. after =2, etc. Thus the sample times selected could be:

A1 7ext Provided by ERIC
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... Random Number < Day - Hour Minute
0301 - 1594 1 “9am: .. 10
8460 8881 - - 11 © 4pM. . 60 (5PM)
9632 0065 Skip e S
6694 4640 9 %' 8pM. 30

the'week, e.g., 8 p.m. Saturday, then.skip to the next time: Dfott suggésts
interviewing the first person who enters the library afterthe “specified dme
This will yield a sample derived in such a way that a user entéring the
Tibrary at any time durmg the survey period would have the same chance of

being interviewed as users entermg at any other time. :

If the day and hour selected in this way does not apply toa parUcular d;@f

If the hbmry has use.patterns that vary w1dely from hour to hour, the
_researcher may wish to compensate for this by interviewing more than one
user at each sampling point. The procedure suggested by Drott will yield
' one interdiew per sampling time, so the number of Sample points must
equal the desired sample size. If more than oneuser is interviewed at each
sample time, then the number of users \Jl“ depend on the number of
sample times and the velume of user traffic at each of those times. The
researcher could select day and hour in the manner described above, but
choose to interview; say, every third or fourt.h user for a 15- or 30- minute
. interval within that hourxhl, this case, random numbers have to be con-
verted to numbers from one to four for 15- mmute intervals, or toone and
two foghalf-hour intervals. Thus, 30-24 would become on the hour; 25-49,
15 minutes after t tes after the hour, or, for halfs
" hour intervals, 00-49 becomes on the hour, and 50-99 on the half hour.
this procedure is used, some study of the hourly traffic in the library will be
necegdiry to determikne the interval at which to interview users within the
selece‘%. time. The intetview. process can take up to five minutes, so the
interval should not be so frequent that every fourth or fifth user could not
be ihterviewed. The number of. users' interviewed in each interval will
depend on the number of users who enter at that time, not a fixed number
per interval, so some light-traffic tires may yield only one interview ina
half-hour period, while hca\y traffic times might result in six interviews.

For some reason the llbrarlan may beheve that it is 1mportant td sample

* some users from every day of the week. If the dally user count in the [ibrary

is roughly the same, the departure from the previous pethod will be small,
and asimplified procedure may Be used, Hoursand minutes can be selected
using random numbers’in the same way, as above, wnh the number of
intervals proporuonal tothe number of hours the lxbrary is open each day




Ar alternate method that may be ea51er is to d1v1de the number of hours the
library isopen into six equal*paﬁs,,t,hen rolla die to seléct the timeinterval,

e.g. 9 11a.M. = 1, and so on. Within" each mterval, the exact time could

then be chosen by successively tossmg a'coin until the range of options is

. narrowed to the desired interval, by lettmg heads be the first half of the

) interval and tails the second. Thus, aroll of ] means9- 11 a.M., heads means

v 9-10, and then tails, 9:30-10. As above, if intervals of time are to be used for
~ interviewing, the researcher should (hoose haw many patronst tointerview

by selecting some number such that it will be posmble to handle*the patron
traffic at peak usage times. .

~ ~

. “Once the period of the admlmsttanon ‘of the test i selected, the researcher
should then declde which of the first n users (the number selected toskip) to
interview. A random number table or a die can be used to tell how many

s users to skip before the first one is interviewed. Then each “nth™ user after
.. that should, be interviewed. (A procedure similat to this is descrlbed in
- detall in the appendix.) - o R

. The procedure should be, then, to sJ}ect the nurhber of weeks or days in

which to administer the sample, and, given the estipnated number of
patrons ixpected to enter the library, choose a _Igmbe;ut‘o be interviewed
and devise a random method to achieve that number. The questionnaire
should then b®administered for the entire period selected by the researcher.
How long should the period be? Two to four weeks.s often used, perhaps -
.more_than once per year to atcount for seagonal yvariations in demand for
) materlals What filumber of interviews is sufficient? There isno rigid rule, .
- . buta higherdegree of confidence and ofaa:uracy in estimates of availabil-
ity will be assoaated with larger sample sizes. If the librarian is satisfied ..
with the know ledge that, nine out of ten umes, this kind of survey will give
an estimate of availabilit ty within five percentage pomts of the orlgmal
estimate,,then a_sample-Size of 271 users would be large enough.”? How
“Tesponses to solicit is as much a fiscal censideration as anythmg If
20 responses could be collected each hour, 200 would tdke 10 hours, 500
would take 25 hours, and so on.fAt $3.75 per hour for a clerk to administer
the testand 20 responses per hour, responses would cost about $0.20 each in
* clerical n'me alone. The researcher needs to decide how much additional
confidence is worth. The advantages of choosing, e.g., 400 sample timey
and interviewing one user each time, would be thata minimum ameunt of
time would be wasted by the clerk waiting for patrons to enter the libtary,
and mtervxewmg users would not completely disrupt the interviewer's .
other tasks. At 3 minutes per interview, 400 responses would take 20 hours
“and cost $75. (As survey research goes, this is a small sum, but the librarian
should .be aware thataddmonal responses ake not free.) In any case, the
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. researcher should deude in 4dyance how many responses are to be col-
" lecte and calculate a sampling intefval to yield the desired number. If the
librariany “wants a good estimate of availability of a particular type of
matenal (say, the availability of adult fiction), then the researcher should ..
be aware that the confidence interval associated with the availability
estimate of that type of material is rel‘atcd to the number of responses users
supply related to that type, not to the total number of responses. In the
example, if 30% of users'xe ex pected to be fiction readers, toachieve a £5%
estimate (for9 outof 10 sucismfveys) for the availability of fiction, then 271
fiction users’ responses are needed, or a total of 904 responses. The
researcher may decide to get a reasondbly good estimate of overall availa-
bility and acept a lower degree of confidence for estimates of availability
. of particular kindsof material. Additional studies targeted at céNain\kinds
of users may then be designed if necessary.

-~

%

’Codlng and Sconng ' . N

® [

The muhgd suggested for coding the responses is a simple keysort method.
Holes are puhched in the questionnaires, corresponding to'the number of
questions asked, and then are torn open at the hole nearest each “‘yes”

response so that “'yes™ responses to that question will drop from the stack

_ sheet, tear open the hole selectedto represent hhe yes’ response. To count
the numbet of responses, insert a\gail ar 1ceplck into thé hole;, and allow
the “yes” responses to drop. Count the “‘yes” responses and enter. the
number on the scoring sheet. (A sample questionnaire, and another one |
marked with suggested coding scheme, along with a scoring sheet are |
Yricluded in this packet! A more complicated approach is described in the
appendix.) One corner of éach questionnaire has heen removed-so that the
bundle may be shaken freely and, sheets allowed to drop by themselves.

" They are reordered for the next sort merely by lining up.the corners of the
sheets. Note also that if the third quesuon oneach snde(the shelf ques'ﬁ‘n) *
is marked “yesw? then the second question should also be coded “ yes,”
if the user did- not respond. (A$ explained earlier, this is because j
impossible to find material on the shelf that is not owned by the lilfrary.)

of sheets when a nail or icepick }inserted in the proper hote. To code the

. Once the mechanism of sorting the questiohnaires is mastered, it should be
a straightforward procedure to complete the scoring worksheet included
here. This sheet is meant to represent one sampling interval. Separate .
sheets may be kept for €ach interva] and may be cumulated at the end of the
test. The researcher may wish to test for variations in availability from ddy
to day or from time-of-day differences, and these scoring sheets will be

_ needed If this analysis is not desired, theh the entire stack of returned and
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coded questionnaires may be sorted and scored at once, which should save
- time. 'R\e resedrcher may want to punch holes and clip corners in the forms
alter they are returned. The punching may take longer if done in this way,
but the user will be presented with a. more conventional-looking form to

complete and will not be confused by an array of punches in the sheet.

. ®
- -

Test Limitations |

" This is a test of limited scope meant to provide data on item and class

.avaghability of materials. It'sacrifices completeness in order to be as cheap
as possible to admmlster and score and to bgas easy as possnble forauserto
fill out. It cannot cover all the possibilities that might arise, and will not
answer every quesepn the researcher may w:shcto ask.

,

come inwitha list of items or a list of subject areas that they wish tosearch
. for. How dorthey fill out the quesuonnalre that forees a choice between
smgle item searches and class-of-item searches? Though there is no correct
soluuon the user could be asked to choose the item or class the researcher
should consider. v -
* There may also be a problem with the defmmon of “class.” Materials
“could be classed as “materials I like” and “materials I don't like,” but if
these are the classes reported, the informational value to the researcher is
limited to the user's satisfaction, for there is no clue to the actual demand.
Users should be encouraged to fill out the second side of the sheet only if
_ they. can reasonably define what type of materials they.want. This may
exclude some vague demands but will reduce the number of unintelligible
résponses. In the pretest, users who could specify even fiction rather than
nonfiction as the target area of their _search were reérded as “class”
requests Users who could not even be this specific were recorded as

“general browsers.” .
f 4 More serious limitations of this test are related 1o the design of the qués-
. uonnam;.‘l"he survey provides only limited ability todiagnose the reason a

user was not able to find what he she was lookmg for, mdxcatmg only
whether or not there was success. If 4 response states that material is not
owned by the library, this could he because the library in fact does not own
" it, or the catalog is misfiled, or because the patron simply failed to find the
entry. These failures have been called “library failufe’ and “user fallure;,.
respecuvely This test does not dlSllnglllSh the two types of fanlure
Likewise, the patron may not find anitemon the shelf because itischecked
out, stolen or in use; because it is misshelved; or because the user could not
. find ~u even.-though ivis there.
» . 18 )
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There will be problems of administration of the questionnaire. Many users .
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T N will (ompluate the prOLedure of administration. One method Lo estimate
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These possnbnlmes edngbé examlmcfw /ithin the context of this survey, but it

the proportion of mistakes due to patron error is to ask a competent staff
person to,check the item or class lnduated by the patron immediately after
the C]uesuonhme is turned in. 5 This procedure assumes that a trained
person is considerably less lll\ely to\hmkc a mistake than the average user.
The rcsear(her could have all or part (chosen at random) of the question-
naire searched and \erlflgd to reach an estimate of patron error. This
estimate would give a cleargr idea whether the av ailability estimate reflects
lhibrary failure or user error. If user erroy is a'significant factor, funds might
be used for clearer signs in the libraryor for user education programs. If
low am-llablhty is due to.library failuresan effort could be made to find the
source of the problem-—poor cata&%organlzatlon, misshelving, too few

copies of materiaIs or simply jinadequale,coverage.
4

However, checking and verifyi ing users' responses to questions is clearly a

. ufrfe-consuming job and will niultiply the' mlmmum cost of the survey

several times because of additional staff hours necessary. Especially in the
wase of shelf failures, immediate verificdtion i in necessary, for if even severdl
hours are allowed to lapse between the time ‘the user searches and the time
the staff member checks the seareh, the material might be rdshelved or
checked out. Because this workload is considerable, it should be done only
if necessary. It would probably be worth the effort to estimate patron errot
only if the availability estimate is low in the flrsl few days of the survey. If

] avanlablluy 1s hxgh, then usererror must necessarlly be small A researc her

may decide hot to try to estimate user error in any ‘case because of the
expense. It1simportant to note here only thaterror estimation is possible if

preliminary results warrant the additional staff commitment.
!

Twoother limitations of this design are apparent. First, the questonnaire
does not consider users with specific reference questions. This is an inten-
‘wonal omission because mdny libraries handle phone requests that would

not be captured at all by this type of survey. It woqld be a relatively simple

matter to ask refer nce personnel to keep a log of reférence questions for the
duration of thesurvéy, and would obtain results migre economically than
using the questionnaire to do so. The second limitdtion is that the'survey,
does not provide direct results on the avanlabxllty of other facilities or

services the,library might offer apajt from imaterials. Public libraries i

especially are more than document délivery centers, so only part of the use
of the facility is captured in thjs*survey. The interviewer should at lmst
record the actual library use the user reports, even if tht' answer is “no” to
questions 1 and 4, so that an accurate descripuon of facility use e may be

reached. ‘ . t - . 7 ;
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Interpretauon -of Results o .. ’

~ What do the results of the cQmpleted survey mean? This is, of course,‘ ) S
. related to the test objectives outlined. If the researcher decides that mate- i

rials availability is too low, there are a number of metheds to remedy the .

pmblem The namber of copies of materlals of low availability can n be .
*increased, or the loan period for them may be shortened; or in the case of
low rholdings estimates, additional volum\es mlgha be acqmred For
classes of materials, broader coverage ‘or. multiplé” copies would alse
increase ayailability. Thus, a prcdetermmed level of availability can be
achieved for any materials in the llbrary by selecting an approprlate
combination of policies. ) -

There is no easy way to determfne an acceptable level of 'availabihty, h
example may 1llustrate the problem. Assume that 90% of ‘the materials -

«  demanded by users are owned by the library, and that of those owned, 90%
are on theshelf. Assume further that eightof ten patrons are skilled enough

\ to find the materials. These are generous assumpuons Theavailability —

estimate will then by 0.9 X 09 X 0.8=0.65. Thus a user has only a 65%
chance of finding what he wams, even under favorable assumptions. '
Merely reducing the estimate of ownershlp or the estimate of the percent- =

T ag™of the collection on the shelf to 70% will reduce the.chances of fmdmg CL T4
material.to 50%.- T ., ‘ . ;l . : :
> . - " . “
,' Other studies of catalog use and documem deln ery haveyielded resultsin =~
~ ~ the 60-90% rdnge for holdings and the 40-60% range for availability &sti- T
- mates. Tagliacozzo and Kochen found the success rate in catalog use for

knowriitem searches to range from an81% high in the gengral llbrary at the
Umversny of Michjgan (with 13.7% ¢ of users failing tofind entries for i items |
that weré owned by the library), to 60.5% for Ann Arbor Public Library
(where 7.2% of searches failed to find existing entries). These uanslate into
holdings rates of 94, 7% for the University of Michigan and 67.7% for Ann
Arbor Public lerary .For subject searches, they reported 4.2% “zero
match” searches (i.e., the library held nothmg on the subject) and 15.7%

. “unsuccessful” searches \i. ¢., the user did not like_any of the works found a

", 6n the subject) for the geperal library, and 14.4% zero-match and 14.4% v
unsuccessful searches for Ann Arbor Public Library, This implies a class .
holdings rate (for SUbjCClS) of 80.9% for the general Ilbrary, and 71.2% for - [

Ann Arbor Public Library.? Goré r&ported an item holdmgs rate of 0.90 at
,» ~_ Macalester College, as d1d Lipetz at Yale.® * )

" Shelf avallablluy rates of items held have been repbrted at 45% by Lme at
Bath Umversny, 32%, 39.3% and-32% at three .Brmsh umversmes by .
, . 5 L . R
: . . . o 4 ) . A { i [
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' l»rquhart and Schofield; 53.8% by Smlth and Grenade at the ‘Umversny Ofa

1ty of materials at Macalester College (by buying duplicate, copjes o{,,

w
*.(Conn.), Free Public Library, SchlesSinger reported 47.4% sausﬁe&-Sl A%
tion on satisfaction w ith the information resourcesof the library. Becabse R I

" of class a»allablllty but the examples gnegome context wnhm which 1o
.evaluate resultsrof thigsurvey. - ~ | " . g
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TenneSsee, 4and 148. 5 in an evalaation of an.ongoing documem delivery,
service by Goel‘ ® Overall availability rates of materials (holdings+ates . 9
times shellavailability) have been reportedat 41% by Goehlert, 43- Bl%by . .
Mavor a’nd Vaughan at Hamlme University, and 65% by Kantor at Case
Westem Reserve U nnersuy Af(er a deliberdte attempt to raise availabil- |, %
high-demand materials and by reducing unreglstered borrowing}, Gore",

was able to repord an increase in a\allablluy from 58% to 70%, ahd Ja(er @
measured availability at 79% using different methods.® Kantor has sum- ’
marized a number of studies of availability and concluded that a researcher :
could expect that holdmgs rate, shelf rate, library error and Gsef, tror . \L
_together cumbine to produu? an expected availability rate of 57% for Hem$ >
ma urculatmg colléction, or 66% in a nonarculatmg collection.® <

®

&

Considerably I'ess. research has been done on availability ‘of classes or -
groups of items, but some restilts hint at what might be expected. The
Summyt County, Ohio, survey asked users if they were smsfled with what .
the library had to offer. Of those responding, 76% reported coffipfere .
satisfaction, 20% reported partial satisfaction and 1% (omplete dissatisfac-

tion. Of~those expressing othef than complete satisfaction, 27% réported

that, Material was owned byt not avallable, 16% that matefial was hot

owned, :md 20% that the libfary did not have enough materials of the type . ¢
rcquested At Grand Rapids, Mi |gah (orrespondmgsatlsfaalon levels  »
were 32% pa,rually satisfied and 7% not satisfied.*® For the New HXve[\

€5

partly satisfied, and 20.9% dissatisfied in response to a mare gei'wra] ques- N

of the nature of these questions, it is not possnblc to extract a firm estimate’

\ e . - ’ -
“ / ’ . .

What has been presented hereisa §gra| ghtforward me(hod toestimate types 4o
of library use and availability of.matermls according to use. This kmd of
research has beén used in the past to give libraries a clue to the sofice and
magnitude of problems relating to failures of users to find matcrials they‘ .
setk. What use may be made of them? Buchland has used these measuresm. o
adjust loan policies and make high-degpand materials more likely to be on .
the shelf. Gore has used these measures to determine thata concerted effert . .
was nieeded to supply duplicate copies of high- -demahnd books. The objec-
tive of all rescarchers has been to isolate problems whicharise frem the lack
.of shelf availability of items already owned by thé library from problems"
that anse from the library's not owning materlals demanded. leerf’the

» . (93 - . »

‘> 21
3
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estindate achieved here (andq\n estimate of patron error, if oneis made), the
library may decide if somg problem exists in ownership or shelf availabil-
ity. If a pr@blem is dl.xgnosed the llb,ranan may then decide to do further
research into the causes of I.ulurc or may, pt to improve the perfor-
mance of the library by some changes in poh br_p:ocedurcs Thissurvey
is not an end, it iy merely a means tq.dele mine how well the institution
“serves its public so that better service may be provided. This surve

. de51gmd to make an informed estimate of the performance of d_ocumem
delivery within the reach of any library,,




. -MATERIALS AVAILABILITY SURVEY
Y 4 »
' . ¥ (2asple Questicunaire) , .8 s

- K I 4 - .
. .0 . coze to the 1ibrary for soze particulgr ites?
i ’ . . N
. Flease ot w—f0. Fleass twrn this sheet over . u\ .
, this .. . and go to question k. A
) T Pl se vrite dovn the caze of the ttea. A .

. L ‘ T ¢ * ..
S . . s . .
» . N - Lon ~
2. Does the lidbrary ovn the i you caze in for wday? (For exaople, . .
: 1:1; Listed iz the catalog, or {n the magezine ustt) o « : .

O ) Yes. : Fol If you voyld like the Library ] ) 0
- - £0™try to get it, please ask .
RS * &t the reference desk.
.

S R Ll the—h&ywm ia for t?ay on the shelf? - - fa- . R
-0 ’ Yes. . ' M. If you vould Ilke the Ltbrazy

%o hold the itex for you and call

. ¥ , * you vhen it i3 available, please

! . a8k at the roference desk.




A. "Did you coms into the library looking for s certain kind of material?

. . < -
Yes. FPlease describe vhat you vant. ¥o. “Thank you for your ccoperation.
R * - 7

Works by, i Fiction Him
(author) ’

—Non~fiction 4 ___Record

Vorke ghout__” % Portodical
Tswbgeet) — ‘S

.
To-
3—Docs the Libiary on the kind of material you cascfin for todsy? *
. . ‘It you would like the library to try to

- . " get this kind of material, pleasc ask at
the reference dask.

Yes:

‘
- .

It you would lian to hold this
material and ca ou vhen it is available
» Please ask at the reference desk;

L]

’
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’ o PR ‘ . SCORING lNSI‘RucTIONé -

1 4

1. If quesiior;naires, were not punched befage distribugjon, punch holés in the

. . orms s in the attached example, and clip the corner from the upper right of the

e~ B af §he sheet. . . . :
. ’ 4% Code responses by tearing open, the hole closest to the *yes™ responséNor each
. question. A suggested coding scheme is indicated on the sample queslionnaire

.incdluded here, The three holes along the lefu side of the questions (front and,

-, back) are teserved for the availability questions. The remaining holes may be

s ~used g code iformation on type of materials, type of user, or any other

-~ inform$¥on that 1s to be scored. Note that the holes reserved for **yes™ responses

o 4,10quBiions 1 and 4 may not be used fo encode additional inforniation, for they

) . “provide the key to separating responses, into_“item,” “class,” and “other” > -
groups, (These holes are marked with an “x" on the opposite side of the sheet 1o

. * ndicate that they should not be torn open for questions on that side.) The sheets |

L - endosed¥suggest.a method to code “ifem” requests; “‘class” requests, and ~ .~

4L other” requests. - v S . oot

3. Oncg responses are coded, scoring may proceed. Assemble the shieets sp l?ﬁa,hc?:‘
. chpped corners hne up, jnsertaneedle or icepick into the hole corresponding to o,
. “yes'" tg qhiestion 1, and Jet the forms drop. The pack may be shaken to bf sure

all the *'Yes'' responses have dropped. Assemble the forms that have drgpped

A . with e dlipped corners aligning, and set them aside. Do the same fof “yes”
.. fespdfises to'question 4. There should now be three stacks of quiestionnaires.  *

)

4, Take up tht stack coded “yes” ta question 1. Count the number of question-
l N nayres, and enter this number on the line marked "‘item scarches” on the scoring
shect. . e e - } °

. hd T e PRI !
. ¢ Insent the need]€’into the hole correspondingy to"’gycs"toqucstion ,let the “‘yes"”
responses drop, count them, and enter the number on the line marked “items
i owned.” If any users have yesponded to question 3, saying that the item was
found, but did nut report thagthe item was owned, be sure to count this response
as an owned item. In other words, all sheets cdled *“yes” to question 3 hould P
alsobe coded “'yes” 10 question 2. If any have ngt been so coded, code thém now *
. and recount the number. . - '

6. Insert the nicedle into the hole corresponding to “yes” to question 3, and alléw
. . Jthe forms tu drop. Count the-number of questionnaires that drop, and enter the
) + ’\Tngmber on the line marked, “items on shelf” on the scoring sheet.

L / - R .
7. .Take up4he stack coded “yes” to qugstion 4. Count the total number so coded
s and ,cm‘lc number on the line marked “class searches” on the:scoring sheet.

8. Insert the-need)e into the hole corresponding to “yes” responses to question 5,

allow the forms so coded to drop from the pack, count them, and enter the

. number on the line marked “cfass owned"’ on the scoring sheet. (As in instruc-

9 ,ion 5.above, all “yes” yesponses to question 6 should also be coded as “‘yes”

responses to question 5, because a user cannot find what is notowned, soif some
have Tiot been coded for question 5, code them now, and recoupt the number.)

9. Insert the needle 1nto the hole corresponding to “yes™ to question 6, allow the
questionnaires to drop from the pack, count them, and enter die numbgron the

. « " line marked “class on shelf.” .
* 3 - »~
. '_:'\‘ . .
M R s oL » R} ¢ 5 . . .
: - 25 ] i . .
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10. Take up the stack coded\ no” to questions | and 4. These represent users not
looking for materials. Count the numiber of these responses, afd enter this
number on the line marked “‘other uses—total.” If the test administrator wrote
. down on the form what the “other” purpose for each user was (as in the prgtest
outlined 1n the appendix) then these “other’ uses may he foded and counted as
uggested here. These options represent a possible set of responses, and each
library should expect different respunses, dependmg upon the facilities it offers.

Enter the numbers on the scoring sheet for “‘other uses.’ .

11. The numbersentered on the lines marked “1tém searches,” ““class searches,’ *and
v ‘wther uses—tota}’ should equal the number of questionnaires c(meuedln this ,
. testing session. Add these numbers and enter the total in the line marked “N = .
Youu may wish 1o double-check by counting the number quuesuonnalres in all
three stacks, which should equal the number “N,’! ‘

12., You are now ready to calculate dmllablluy values. Dmde the number of "item’
* searches” by the total number of quesuonna.xres “N" and enter this value,
expressed as 2 percentage in the line marked “‘item requests ‘(%age)

Ite;n requests % =" Itgm searches'X-100 | .
e - ] - .N .
13. Divide the number of “class searches’ by the total number of queslionnairés .

"N and enter this value, expressed as a percentage in the line marked “class
requests (%age)."

Class searches X 100
N

14. If y you wish to express percentages of item and class s,earches as a percentage, of
matenials requests, instead of total requesls, then'substitute (Item searches +
Class searches) for N in the above instructions. -

.. . ] Class requests % =.

- .15. Calculate item holdings rate. This is the number of “items owned," divided by
the number of "item searches.” Enter this value (in the form 0.00) in the line

"¢ _* " marked “Item holdings rate.” .
2 - - Item holdings rate = _ Items ownred - .
' . * - lItem searghes » N ,

"

16. Divide the number of * ‘items on shelf” by the number of “items owned,” and
enter this value on the-line marked-"item shelf, rate.” :

e

-

ST, : Item shelf rate = _ltemsonshelf . = )
: - .. Iems owned iy ,
_17. Divide (he number of**items on shelf’’ by the number of * nem searches, and"
s “enter (hlS value on the line marked “item availability rate.”™ .
Items on shelf : .

" Item avanlabrluy rate =
s Item searches R

18, N‘ote, ltem avanlabnluy rate = Item hioldings rate X Item shelf rate. .

19, Divide the numberof ““classowned” by the numberof ‘class searches"’ q‘ndenie'r
the value on the lme marked “class holdings rate. i )

/7

P -
.« o % " Class holdmgs rate = Classowned
- / : . Class searches - X
- e A ; s ) , ;. . ‘~ A . . R L X '.
,{ * ' M - . » 26 4 " “ o« .
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Divide the numlbrer of “class on shel‘f” by the number of ’class owned,” and enter
this value onthe line marked “class shelf rate."” '

Classopshelf.. - . - o

T .

.Class shell rate =
) Class owned

Divide. the number of “class on shelf”” by the nymber of “class searches,” and
entef, the value on the line marked ¥class ayailability rate.” |

Class on shelf - - o

Class availability rate =
oo - Class searches

Noté:'Class availability rate, = Class h9]dings rate X Class shelf rate.
. Count the number of different types of materials requests for items and class

requests (author, subject, et2.) and enter the numbers in the lines provided.
Availability figures nray be calculated for each type of material in the same
manner as for the total figures, simply by starting with the smaller number of
questionnaires that corresponds to the type of material or type of user of interest.

A scoring sheet should be kept for each test administration period. To calculate

" the overall availability rates for the entire, testing period, sum the valies for"

“item searches,” “items owned,” “items on shelf,” “class searches,” “class
owned,” and “tlass on shelf,” onto.a separate scoring sheet, and calculate
overall availability from this cumulative sheet in the same way the holdings,
shelf, and availability rates were calculated ‘on each separate scoring sheet. In-
other words, find the total numbers for each of the cdtegories of searches, owned,
and on shelf, and calculate total availability figures from these numbers. Donot
simply average the values calculated on each separate sheet for holdings, shelf,
and availability rates, for the number of questionnaires in each test administra-
tion period may vary widely, arfd so total availability rates are not merely the
average of those on the separate scoring slieets. : .-

In a similar manner, the total number of requests for “‘othey™ servicés, and the
total breakdown by type of material may be calculated by summing the values
on each of the individual scoring sheets onto a cumulative sheet, from “which
total percentage distributions may be calculated. -

Addional examination of type of request, subject breakdown, and availability” -
of subclasses of materials is possible, if the interviewer was careful to record the
exact nature of each request. {Examples of additional analysis are included in
the appepdix.) . - M

If the researcher decides that ito analysis by time of day orday of week is desired,
then s&ffe time may be saved by scoring all the questionnaires together follow-
ing instructions 1-23, In this case, no cumulative scoring sheets will be needed,
for the entire body of questionnaires will be scored at once:

. N

¥y
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. Yyt — WATERIALS AVATLABILITY SURVEY o\ Hefrcin
(Saz=ple Questioanaire) '

4

=N . { . ‘ . . -
1> Did you come 3o the Library for somé particular itesf . .
i - e
TS . ‘ Yes. Blease £1)) out Bo. TPlease turn this sheet over * '
this side. . and go §g.question k.
. .
Please vrite dovn the'vaze of the itez,g * L
- . rd -
. . ’ Yoo -0 s :,-
y;— N [ . \ " a B
" R . . R
. ) ‘g .
o - . . .
2, Does the'library ovn the iteayyou canme in for today! (For exsxple, B
. 1s it 1idted in the catalog, or in the uea:!.no‘ust'l)h . -
. o - Yes.o So. If you vould ltke the library o
. » - to try to get it, pleass ask ”( “!) H
. [ at the reference desk, . (r
. ‘ \)L$ - l , / | » . . [ [oér gc .
EE . '. ‘ - .
Tae” . - . \
<0 . o " .
. N "\ . §
. B 3, Was the iten you caxe in for today on the shelf? - .
a N -
, N Yeos. 2 No. If you would like the 1ibrary
- . , . to hold the ites for you and call
. . you vhen it is ‘avallable, plesse
‘ PR - % : . . ask at the ntﬁrgmo desk. .
. : “ ) "
’7 . Y o R " -
' : X * . .
- [ - . .
kN . v
x <
- . . . t, N
- . - ‘ ) [ 0{14,,) o

-
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v ) . (M‘]A . . o (Subjtd\ (F/dfh.s o

Pt - M Did you come inte f.he 1ibrary Jpouna for a certafn kind of ut;rlul .

. " Yis. Pleaps ducribo vhat you vant.

- ) [
. N Y‘?f‘ ‘i)

o T Ty

. j PR R . . ’ ’ zn
; .
f

Vas the utarhl on the sbelf?

. ; e
3o Yes, .
s ' .

. . -
‘s - ”
'S

) .

o Y. :
‘ Thank you for your cooperuuon. .-
Yes —‘9 oo =

" . . i '.'» ~ '; . ) .
- N YN _ Do

= . Jo.. Thank you for your cooge;-atlonr‘ N :

, s . ® -

Works by, ) R ‘Pictfon Piin ( Inefitfiin

. Lo Y i (awghor) . . . . ’ A '6 \

. e, e . o . hd Mon-tiction. ) Record ‘
- ’ _ Works about___ - Periodfcal Othey
: . : . / ~ (subject) .
. .4 ! cee . .
. a . - n ‘ ']

. i « f - - 3 - . ..
. 5. Do&l the .ubnu:y ova the kind of matsrial you cana in for todey? ¢ R ’ 5
. N it - L. . N . ESN

_ ,f Yss. . xo. « If you would 1ike the dfbrary to “try to .
b -

get this kind of materfal pPlease nk ‘at
the reference dpsk, ‘

. ' l P‘vW)

o C

’ f
“ "
Ko, If you would ke the 1jbrary to hold this ¢
-7 nus:l and’call youswhen it fs avaflable
- Plea uk at the rsference desk,
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° Db’ fiivany wll respned 2
Badd . (coJing for other users) - » .
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MATERIALS AVAILABILITY SURVEY S
° . . (Sazple Questionnaire) . \ _
-~ N . .
Vo - .-
5 .
H 1. Did you cose to the Library for scme partioulsr itea? - ’
Yes. Flease tui out >< No. Pitase tura this sheet over
. H E this siad, aod go to question b, . :
° Flesse vrite down the canme of the itea, - -
- [ w ® ’ .
—_— s . .
v ) N .a
1Y - -
-~ 4 Y
- 2. Does cho nbru-y own the item you caze in for today? (For -exa=ple, . 3
.« i3 it listed in the catalog, or in the uguuo Ust?) P oo .
) Yes. So. It you vould like the lbray @ o .
. > . to try to get it, Plesse ask .
N . wt the reference desk. . E
= - e - . -
- -~ ~
o ~ .
3. Vas the item you caze in for today an the shelft . v ~
P
Yes. __Xo, If you vould LiXe the library, -
° . ) to hold the item for you and cali .
. you vhen it is svallsble, plesse. .
. ask st the reference desk. -
. ~ - . ’ ! L _ e : )
e ’ - ) . .
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. .. » . — -
. Thask you for your cooperation. ) .
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5, Dou thc llbnry o the kind of material you came in for t.odcy!

A’M M"E)_Ycl. -

. Mo. 1t youRiould 1ike the libary.to try to
N get this kind of material, plme ask st

the rdferenice déak,

N N B - - -
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Was the material oii/the shelft .
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. - 7/ ’
{t’ick §p vsgre "(‘_")

’ ’

) (rennT80" o




A 2 .
-~
Time -
. .
Co . - > '
Type of material: \ Y
1]
- . ltem Class - % i
.. B Search earch ’ -
. Author Item searches <~ '
* " Subject Items owned -
. Fiction emsonshef _— -
. :Nonfiction :
.. Periodical N : )
@ ) “Class searches- —
Filin . -
) Class owned -
Record - Class on shelf
rt [ — S —
Other —— 9
L] 1 - °

Other uses;
=" Total . -
Return items b
Place to study »
Reference question

Browsing —
. Use copier . S
_Pick up reserve —
Meeting
’
Qther
v
4__~______&' .
> » .
@ -
; . .
- - ,’ ~ .
-7 -5 7
" S e . ™
‘. . ) ‘ . " L
Q - A
*"EMC.._N&.~_ ey
* A FuiText provided by Eric LA . L
L v

4 s . ‘v

Item requests (%age)
Item holdings rate

Item shelf rate N
Item availability rate

3

s

——

Class requests (%age)
Class holdings rate
Class shelf rate
Class availability rate ———

——

PRI —
' -
-
.
.
-
1
~ -
<
| .
. -
. «
. 5
I
. N
. -
. .
. . or “
32 . e N
. . .
* - .- .
[ - . 1
- P
N -
s 4
» L]




L
b d
. -
- .
r, v
-
v
.
»
.
>
Y
.
o
-
Q

ERIC

A ruiText provided by Eric
-
* .

. W . N . - . -t
* . e . * ’ P T ’ ' b
. o " .
- o ' e *ee < . .
) . o
- - * o~ ) - . ’
e . i
- - - [ d . o Y
X R . .
. APPENDIX T .o s
¥ . - .. R

MATERIALS Avuuau.x‘t? SURVEY OF ma CHAMPMGN PusLic LlBRARY

-

\

A pretest or pilot study using the method outlined in this paper was conducted at
the Champaign Public Library and Information Center, Champaign, Hlinois, for
four weeks in March 1979.* The prmcnpal aim of the study was to evaluate the test
instrument and user response to it in a public library undér normal operating
conditions. Interviews were conducted with users as they entered the library, where
the initial screening between item, class, and other requests was made. If the user
reported some purpose for visiting the library other than lookmg for library
materials, their exact purpose was recorded and no further questions were asked.
Included as “*other™ responses were users who said-they were generally browsing
the collection, but who would rot even specnfy whether they were looking for
fiction or nonfiction. Users who could specify their materials request with any
degree of specificity were then asked to complete the questlonnalre appended to.
this report. .
The interviews were all conducted by the rcsearcher in the same general way. The
user was asked first if there was some itemr he/she wanted from the ltbrary If the
answer was “'yes,’ " the user was directed to the front of the questionnaire and asked
‘to complete the first three questions. The user was thenasked to take the sheetalan}.
and mark availability of the item sought when he/she left,the library. If the 3;‘
responded that he’she was not looking for some item, then it was determined
there was some subject or type of material desired. Users were encouraged o beas
specific. about their request as possnble, and some proddmg by the mtervtéwer
helped narrow down the request in many cases. Users were asked if there were some
author, subject, part of the collection, or form of material that they wanted. They
were then asked to write down what type of material was desired, complete thefirst |
- three questions on the second side of the questionnaire, and reporton availability
as they left the llbrary In some cases thete was a question about whethera request
should be for an item or type of material, as in the case of periodicals. If the user
could specify any title of any type of material that they expected 1o see, then they
were connted as looking for that title. Periodicals were counted as items if one title
was sought, even though several issues mlght be desired. If several titles were
involved, e.g., “I am looking for news magatzines like Time, Newsweek orU. S.
News," the request was counted as a class. request.
Thc researcher suspected that there mlghtbe a tendency of the users to be charitable
when reporting availability, especially for vague requests like “browse fiction,” so
‘each user was encouraged to report holdings or shelf failures if there were not
enough material to satisfy the demand according to the user's own criteria. Users
were told, “If youdon t find what you are looking for, please say ‘no’ (toquestions
onavailability).” The interview was conducted to encourage users to beas specnflc
as they could about the type of demand they had, and as ctitical as possnble on
avallablllty. ' ) L T
.\ I .' A
_#The author wishes 1o thank the mat‘d of directors of the llbrary for penmssxon to conduct
this survey, and acknowledges the assxstance and coeperation of Bruce Barkley and Judith
Drescher. . "
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Sampling -,

2 . . \
Because the interviewer was not an employee of the library aﬂxou}d not be
physically present at the library for entire days, a more concentrated interviewing __
schedule than the one suggested in the text was used. Interviews vere conducted

+ every day for approximately two hours.”A sample si% of 400" was selected as*
affording enough information for a reasonableest of the instrument, so a method
to achieve 100 interviews per week for four weeks was weeded. The library supplied
daily user traffic su'nliﬁcs thatYevealed approximately 700 patrons per day Sjnce
‘ng_huuxly figures were available, the mean number of usefs per hour was estimated
from the daily figures. The mean was 64 per hour on wegkdays and 85 per houron
weekends, b’gl some Sundays experigyced as many as,99 ysers per hour. Allowing
five minutes per interyiew, a maxifium of 12 interviews per hour could be con-
ducted, which woule;_z’mply every [ifth user on weekdays and every seventh on™
weekends. Since the researcher and the library decided that the gxxstmmenms not
really appropriatg for children, and since it was suspected thatchildgen constitute a
larger proportion of the weekend praffic, ap estimate of every sixth person was
deaded . for each hour"of sampling. The hour of Sampling for-each day was ..
determined with a die and coin as outlined in the t€xt, and the die was used to
determine which of the first six users would be interviewed each‘d?y.

-~

-

As it turmed out, the choice of every sixth adult was a good maximum estimate for
usage, for the limit of 24 interviews jn a-two-hour period was reached only twice.
Although the interviews themselves did not usually?iake longer than.a mipute, on
days that the load reached twelve per hour, itaas hard 16 keep track of-patron
traffic. The result of the procedure was satisfactory from the poimt of view of the
_interviewer's time, for most questionnaires were returned before the end of the
_two-hour period, and the remaining ¢nes were collected the nextday. The chajce of

~ one interview period per day did, howeyer, present a departure ffom a sandom
sample, for Sunday users are overrepresentéd itrfimy sample (16% of the sample,

. versus 10% in patron’ totals for October-December 1978). This is because weekday
interview periods include many more slack times (4-¥interviews per hour) than
weekends, when user tzaffic is denser. I found it impradtical,to interview more than
qnee per day, so the result s that many weekdays are ’represen;ed by a very small "~
number of re's})onsqs. The justification for this is that yariatigns in us&'ggemands )
seem more likely 10 differ by time of day than by day of\he wéek, ah{l caplu?m,g the |

. responsgs pl.users who comé to the library on weekday¥mornings when wraffié js
Iight 1s more imporiant than represerfting weekday users as a group. This difficulty

« could be overcome by choosing shorter sampling timegdistributed throughout the

day, but this option was logistically impossjble. Since’the principal objective of

this survey was to test the method, randomness was sacrificed for conVenience. =~

. N » - . .
The researcher also decicfgd thatio econtﬁﬁ’ize interviewing time, users whorefused
to be interviewed would be recorded as having refused and the next usér wotld be
interviewed. The Tresult is that patrons who entefed the library.at {imes when
. refusals were most likely (late afternoon and the noofi hiour actounted forall but
three of the refusals) abxalso overrepresented.’l, also decided that beeause the
_-number of-users who comeéyto the library several times per week is large, I would
interview each user anly once. On eight occasions the targei’user was one who had
» previously been interviewed, so the next one entering ‘the building was chosen

- instead." ' N R

- A FuiText provided by Eric
¢ e e T
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. Results—Use of Malcnals - .
Table 1 presenss the labulauon of number of palrons contacted, 1merv1ewed and
\ counted as resporyses. . . p , :
o T ' T~ ) . H
. . L4 -
. ) TABLE 1 .
. PATRONS, CONTACTED; INTERVIEWED, COUNTED
N < 4 = <
N . Users contacted . 442 :
.~Refysals - 29 - Refusal rate 6.6 -
Interviews . « 418 - o .
Forms retutned U ()] B Return rate 97.1%

bt s, .,

S
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*+ o Of those who refused to .cooperate in the survey, only one refused oulof prificiple
Lt (“I'm sick-of survéys"): The rest were either in a hurry or did.not want to be
.bothered, and they.tended to cluster around late afternoon and the noen hour,
when people can be expected te be hurtied. It should be noted that all gf the
- » - Questionnaires which were not rewrnedrepreseplpatrbnyl%ﬁung for somekind of

materials, since those who were not looking for nfaterials were never asked to

complete the availability questions.’ C -

"~

. ‘ »

Type “of use made of the llbra:y facility is presen%kin table 2. The percentage of

requests,for individual items is considerably lowerthan estimates made in studies ,

. 1n universities as discussed in the text. Expressed as a percentage of users lookmg S

for materials, te number of users searching for known items amounts to 27.1%,

which is considerably lower than the figure of 49.5% reporu:d by Tagliocozzoand o
Kochen for Ann,Arbor Public Library. The figure is, however, closer to.that
repoyted in the 1972 Grand Rapids Public Library study, where 20% of users were

/ looking for known items. There may be many reasons for the low numberol item -
. This librdry exists in a relatively small community served by a very-Jarge

library which may supply a largér fraction of research ngeds than the -

public libkary, so that requests which might otherwise be directedfto the gublic . ;

 library are 1gstead handled at the university. }t is also, passible that a number of the

,. .class requeslts are n fact disguised item requests, where even the interviewer's -

- " prodding, ¢ould not get the user toyeveal some particular item desized, or whese the ]
} user had some idea of the ite q\estion, but could only remember the sub]eclor €
;type of material to which’ null)% d . S . LT

- Users who request materials by typg of material mclude the,users who look for.a -
subjéct of choice and those who browse among the different collections of- the -
. _library. Few?of those readers could specify an author that was particularly interest- .
. mg to, them, either in fiction ox nonfiction, but flcuonsreaders in particular
® browsed shelves in the several subdivisions of fiction.shelving. One user said her
) .sirategy was tolook first at recent fictio for new itemsof interest;then to proceed to,
:..  thegenetal fiction collection, where she started'reading the As about 15 yeats ago.
The obvious 1mpl|cauon of this distribution,of search strategies is inal sec;uons‘

> , housmg each type of material should be clearlf marked. . Tl
‘ ’ s - ¢ .
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o = e ’ * "TABLE?2 | ) - ’r,‘,- .
- ' J ‘TypEoF Use ~ - S
- T ' Use Number "« %of all users 3
| Known item searches | 7 ’ 18.5
Py %lastof materials - 199 496
% ther 128 319 - <.
. . o -
4 ~ " . .
e - « TABLE 38 . » ‘
. REQUESTS BY .CLASS OR ‘RpE* * ' o
T . Type . x Y Number. " % of all recuests -
. ) Partfcular author 17« . 42 - " RN
<4 . * Subject .n 85 . T 21.2
N Films -~ L5 L2 . :
T ve v+ .Records -4 ° , 17 . 42 .
v AR Fiction . . . 7 52 . 180
. . | Nonficuon . . 8 . 212,
v w ° Periodimb ", A . 30 - 1
. Mystery ) SO C 35 ' -
. Gothic .,  ° , 61 .15 Co g
Science Fiction v 9le .. 22 U
5 Juvenile lit. * 18 . . . 4.5 P ’ b
A-V.equipment 5‘4 oo R I f
.- Newspaper . . 2 0.5
Olhcr .s .15 8.7
*Th rc users who specified class of matenals. ot items, Catggories overlap, so Jereent R
ages do not cumulate. e - -
\5 . A ] 7\-7 :
.. Co T R W
L ) TABLE 4. . v
' _Type OF MATERIAL Sougur- * - !
Sought by Sought by, Total % of all materials
. class tem w' fequests®
Fiction’ 52 16 68 249 N
+*  Nonliction 85 2. n ., 429" -
: Perivdical. 12 1. 19 s 70 - 4
v Newspapers . 2 el . I8 48 -
Juvenile lit. 18 - Ty 2 - 71 CoN
o .. JFims - ... 5 L 5 18 ) ,p\
A < Records . . 3., - 20 78 ¥ o
. ) ‘AoCategoncs overlap so pefCentages do not cumulate, * ; \ 37 'L'
‘: R py ";y"‘ - i N B .
3# % - : .
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The distribution between class and {tem requests is roughly the same regardless of |
material sought. The only geal exceptjons are newspaper requests, where inost
users specified which one wasdesired, and film requests, where access by individual
. item 1s virtually impossible. The proportion of requests for juvenile materials is
ugdoubtedly too low, for no children were included in the sample. The Juvemle
materials requests reported here were mad€ by adults.’ .

- ]

The large number of users who were not looking for materials reflects the wide
range of uses to which the public library facility is put. The largest single category
of these “other” users is composed of users returning items to the library. As a
group they represent successful previous searches, but tabulation of their materials
‘requests is more efficient.using circulation statistics.

-

"TABLE 5
OtneR Usks

Number, - % of all users

N\
» Return items 4 . 20
Place to study % ~ . 22
. Reference question® A .
- General browsing . 3.2
Use copy machine ’ 4.0
Pick up reserved item | 1.8
, Auend meeting - o~ 1.0
* _ Other (including meet fnends, — .

brmg children) -\ . 25 . 6.2
.Tolal ‘.

—

12 - 819

*Many reference questions are proEably buried in subject requests reported by ustrs.

° - »

. §
Resulti—Materials Availability . .t
< . \ :
The holdings rate, shelf rate, and avallablluy rate for classes of materials and for
items was calculated according to the mstrucuons present¥d i in the text,

‘Itcm Holdmgs Hate - P
ThL e e . Sough‘t\d - »#«Owned Not owned
ltems . %, .64 10
: & (865%) (18.5%)
Item holdmgs rate-= 0. 865 +0078* - .

~

~ Item shelf rate ' -~ - T A )
«~ . Owned ., Onshelf Noton shelf,
Items 64 47. ~ 1m0
' ‘ T (713.4%) . (26.6%)
Iem shelf'rate = 0.734 £0.108 ‘ >

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- an, .
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Item availability rate’ 3 . -
0,865 X 0.734 = 0.635 £0.110 e R -

- “*Confidence interval at 95% confidence level, a§ a;x&z'lll ingervals reported.
; : v

d The size of the o;iginal sample and the percentage of item requests combined to
produce a number of item requests below the level desired for reliable results. A

v confidente interval in the range of £0.05 would have been preferred, but with the
proportion ?f item requests at 18.5%, an original sample size of 1892 would be

required to get the 350 item requests necessary to reduce the confidence interval to

5%. Nevertheless, the estimate of availability of items is within the expected range of
availability, judging from other studies of availability, and is certainly above 50%.

-Kantor's estimate of a ‘typical” availability score of 0.57 is consistent with the

“> estimate for Champaign'. . . R )
" Class holdings rate /. . -
. "Probably - Probably No T, e
- ) Sought - Owned Owned* Notowned response ' -t
Classes 199 188 - 4 6 . % . .

. i . (94.8%) (2:1%) (3.1%) ’
Class toldings rate = 0.948 % 0.031. - -
_ * Probably owned " sncludes subject requests for materials in a form uther than that held by
) * the library on that subject. For example, the user wants an entire book, and the library holds
only a general work including the Subject requested and others.

f »

Class shelf rate . . , N

’ ’ Owned On shelf = Not on shelf )

Classes . 188 o156 27 L4

o (85.2%) (14.8%) - T
- Class shelf rate = 0.832 & 0.051 . :

s Class, availability rate” . .

ol 0:948 X 0.852 = 0.808 % 0.056 L - L
. - Asexpected, theavailability estimate for classes of items is higher than theestimate ..
L for individual items. This is due to the facts that the library holds mere than’oge,
item on most subjects, and that many of the requests are rathpr vague. The concept
of “class” inclydes requests as specific as “illustrations of flowers, espécially of one
) called scardet pimpernél” and as genératis-“fictign.” The inclusion of specificand
. vague fequests can be expected to imply ahigher availability rate tﬁan for specific
. _ requests alone, but to counteract this implication is the instruclion to users to
report a failure if there were nothing on the shelves they wanted. Failuresinclude . »
. science fiction readers who found nothing that strucktheir fancy, asswell as users .- -
who wanted something very specific, such as “a film on industrial safety.” These ’
two tendencies counterbalance each other. The interpretation of class availability
should be that.it is the probability that nsers looking -for some type of material
which includes more than onc item will find enough of thatmaterial to satisfy their
’ . 03 . . -
reéquest’on the shelf. Considering that certain kinds of requests will cluster at.a
given time (this was a springtime sample with four tequests for gardening books,
and included two requests for Gréek mythology on the same night—for a class e o
assigniment), a performance,of 80% 55 certainly respectable. In the case of class L.
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availability, thefonfidence interval is narrower due to the larger sample size and
higher estimate of availability, and lends greater reliability to the result.

. ~ N ¢ h
The Champaign libraty has taken some $téps to¥mprove availability of classes of
tems. Limits are set on the number of iterns of certain types that may be borrowed

. by ene persdn at one ume. Faxexamplc,, the library limits the number of nonfiction

books on any one subject (delinied as having the shme Dewey niumber before the
decimal). This particular policy céruainly increases the likelihood that subsequent
users will find somethifig on the shelves. An option that could be considered within
an automated circulation system (not really practical for a manual system) is to
relate the nufnber 6f volumes allowable on any subject to the demand for, that

subject,much as Buckland has suggested altering circulation forf items in higI~ _

demand. Another possibility would be to reduce the loan period for high-demand .
subjects or types of material, or a combination of limiting bath numbers to be ’

arculated and loan period, One patron complained that the limitof three bookson ™ ~

any subject was unfair to him, because he was interested in materials that had not
arculated in years. Within the manual circulation system now in operation (micro-
film}, fine-tuning of circulation policies by individtial subjects is not really possi-
ble, but with automation, high- or low-demand subjects could be flagid for
changes in policy as well as for acquisition of new fnaterials.

Table 6 présents failures in selected types of material reported by users who
requested these by class and by item. These figures are presented for purposes of
lustrauon only, no significance should be attached to failure rates for any particu
lar class, because the numbers involved are simply too small to produce reliable,
availability esumates. Failures reported in table 6 are translated into availability

-~

rates in table 7. . P N
. TA‘BLEG

v

«

.o Searched 'i'ypc not "i‘ype not Searched Item not™' Item not

h b by type” owned® onshelf by itew bwned  on shelf
et — +
Fition 52 % i 16 . 2 °. 7
. - * - (3.8) (1.7) (12.3) (13.8)
Nonficiion | . N
. subjects 85 -9 Y8 32 6 2
’ oo (1067 21.2) (18.8) (63)
. Piriodical? 2 - 0 1 7. 1 L2
e . ‘ 1, 8.3) B (14.3) (28.6)
Newspapers® 2 0 0 11 0 2
o - N . ) (18.2)
Records. ) 17 0 4 7 3 0 3
; . (23.5) (100.0)
¢+ Jurenile - 18 0 0 3 0 0
o 1. Fn};ure.s i parentheses are fail Bt ;)cr(cxl;ug('s for kind of material searched in
< w3 wayspecified: P - ..
. ~ 2 Indudes matenal fisted as “probably owned” in presentation of class holdings.
’ rate. ' . ' . ) . .
$. For newspapers and periodicals “not owned” means title not owned. and “not on’
shell’ means issue was in nse or (in ene of retent issuc) not received by the
[ -~ library, and gerhaps not published yer. - - . . s ,
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T S T oo AVARLABILITY BY KIND OF MATERIAL
e . . ot - v . A
ol - ccHrR gsR . CaRs T <IHR ISR IaR
© " Fictign. 09 T°. 092 088 088 . 080, 044 -
7. %, - Nonfition - 089 076 ", »068 081 ‘T 092 * 075°
= Periodical > 100 0.92 092. 08 067 057
-~ . Neivspapers -~ 1.00 ~ 1.00 100 - 4.00 ™ (.82 0.82
.. "Records 100 U076 - 076 100 000 000
vl T 7 Juvenile L0100 100 1.00 -~ 77100  1.00°' 100

. _‘bonﬁdcnce_ interval foy*figtion is £0.09; for nonﬁ%ioxi. £0.10. The rest of the figures
W represent 10 sniall 4 number for any reliability. % : .
- + - . .

~ - «

_ Asexpected, the numpber of failures ingreases as requests become more specific. The
., number of failures for item requests for fiction is particularly noteworthy. This is
. . duetothe number ofgequests for recent fiction and best sellers the }ibrary receives.
- . In the cas¢ of fiction, all the jtems reported asinot owned were either on order or
. & umdéi gonsideration for order at the time of the survey. The library providesarental
collection of recent best sellers for those who gre willing to pay fot to wait for
high-demand- itemi$Lwo of the shelf failures for fiction represent users who were
. unwilling to pay the rental fee. Both were on reserve or,hold lists for the items they

. andfills

sodgh‘t,‘ﬁxglibrary maintains an active reserve program (o supply items to users, _ .

me 600 requests per month by calling the user when the item requested is.

hd A & % - . -
. - available. " . .t S . -
AN . b . ‘ -t <o S x
Users With sp'c?ciﬁc requests are al;o@yxd likely.to bring ‘failuies to the attention of

. .the library stalf. Users who did net fifid materials owned or on the shelf were asked

i if they had asked a staff member\about their request. This was done to’reduce the
.. = amount of checking the tesearcher would have %Jdo 16 verify failures, but it also *
produced results integesting in their.own right (see tables 8 and 9). ,
I;li' ' ¢ .:'; o "‘ . ". T a R . - ’
. 1:».-‘ ’- . . - i :" N ' ‘.\:, - R . e X K ., . - » . .
Y S P % .~ TABLES8* - > . .
e oL MateR1ALs NOT OWNED . &, . - ¥ .. L
i . .- S, : . . - o .
«‘« s : B : -~ “Zy - < N »;v'
%‘" RN . -+ P Notowned . -Ashed staff - % dsking staff .
colwe CCassawly . U001y 5 g T®s0 '
S " ltemvsearch.” ~ . g 10 B 70 «
A‘f - ?“'\ LRl 7.‘ V. » S -.7 . = v _ar - _,'1, 1
Y \Q,,w,“ o4 B e T Y AN o

-8 T ’ L - vt ) .
*+ " " Although these numbers are_too small for statistical reliability, they suggest that
. ' "Tusersare abautas likely to bring shelf failures as collection failutes tothe attention
...~ = .of the staff (usually to reserve an_item), but the results also indicate that item
searches are more likely to b&broug_@t to the atterition of the staff than subject or,
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L Vo . TABLE9 - _
BT . Mater1ALS NOT ON SHELF s

B .t . N

e ' Not'on'shelf Asked staff . - = % Asking staff

Class search R | 8 B
Ttem searth - 17 I ‘15 _ 88

v .. — T

L -
. T type-of-material searches if they resultin failure. ThlS may be because the reserve
* program is tailored to individual items, and users who search by type or subjectdo
not go the ex%step toidentify specific ittmsto puton hold, even when thisstepis
) specxhcally suggested (o them (as it was in the ease of this survey). .
LI . - L. ’
Fmally, it is possible to bmk down fallures by sub]ect of inquiry. The results are
_presented in table 10. While some degree of confidence may be associated with
distribution of demands between subjects (% 6% in most cases), no significifice.
. _ should be auached to availability estimates within each subject group. Availability
estimates are presepited only for 1llustraupna1 purposes, and suggest areas of further
. consideration. As pointed out in the text, this.dvailability test was designed to
. .provide a general plcture of availability and suggest possible aréas of concern. To
establish rehable estimates for individual® sub]ects wpuld require further study T

v R&ultﬁcenetal Sansfacuon L - - .

“To fill l.he remaining space on the quesuonnalre. the library chose to ask users
about their general satisfaction with the library and their general opinion aboutthe
avaxlabxluy of materials in the library (see table 11). Users were asked to respond to
ese questions based on their past experience with the Champaign library before” .
ey looked for their cyrrent deinand. For sconng ease, users were offered only a
“yes” and, “n opnon on the sheet but sorhe chose o enter some intermediate B
response (e.g.. at times”’). For scormg purposes,, any, response other than an . -
. unqualified ‘yes™ was scored as a negative response. . There were nine users who .
- were in the library for the flrst ume and could not answer the Questjon. |
The results of this quesuon conﬁm'ythe mtemewer s 1mpresslon aboutthe attitude }
of the users toward the librfry’s service. Only 3% of the users'sald they were. ¢
generally unhappy with the llbxary Of the 25 users who responded *to either
question, only 5 answered “no” to ‘both, which suggests that qpinions aboul the
documen delivery performance of the library are not closely relategd to general
satisfaction (although the researcher belleves that jfavailability estimates had been

o lower than the §0% level, a closer relauonshlg between these two response catego- .
L ries WoJld have been discovered): .. s . Lol
",( " . R P 4 . o Vv .. o LW .-
v - P N ] -5 . , - . .
N s d . . ., L R . L

"lets—Cost N S S P B . -

a4 P 3, K .

.. . '~ One of the primary goals of this pilot study was 0 esumate the acuT cost of
i . ollecung responses, 5cor1ng answers and tabulaung results of the survey. The
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o . , TABLE10" .-
X SN ' FAILURES BY SUBJECT Y
P M » ’ - L . N v
) L Type  Failures Htem Failyres  Total " Failures Ayailability
N < : ° r .
4.2, . " ‘EncyclopediasIndexes -~ /2 0 2 0 1.00
N - ' - o (.6 .
. Sociology/Psych/ : s
T Anthrop/Educ. 4 2/ 5 5 .9 7 0.2
L “ X e ' (1.3)
v Business/Economics 9— 4 12 2 too21 .6 0.71
» . . . {169) - ;
; _Religion/Mythology 2 1 4 2 6 . 050
v LT ., oS 4.8) ~ - ’
. Public health/safety 3 1 - 3 -1 0.67
S, . . ’ , (24 N
AP Health/Medicine . K - 2t R ~t 4 L2 0.50
oo < e * . B2 . .
" v Agriculare” ¢ . .
Gardening  * 5-7 1 5. -1 . 080
- e, ! . - 40 .« . -
Science/Math/ .- . oo .~
Engisicering 7. .0 1 * 0 8 a0 1.00
- oo .69 ‘ -
Recreation/Sports ~ © . 2 0. 3 1 -5 1 0.80
“ ’ < T e . (4.0)
L Automotiye, ~ 3 I ro 0, 8 1 057
L _ ) , . 2.4y RS
T : Cooking/Nutrition ~ + 3 1., -’ " 3 I 067
: 4 T e
" Home repait/ *- . M
Decoriting 7 . 2 1 0. 8 2 0.75
e ' N - (65)
. " .3 Photography/Aus 6 0 1 0 7 0 1.00
A - . ot °. - (5.6)
- Crafts/Hobbies 8 o T 2 4= 0 5 ., 1 08 -
- —_— . {4.0) .
"a Musig/Dance r 3 0 o 0 4 0 * 100
e H ' . 3.2) ot )
%« , " English language w3 C 0 .3 0 1.00
T T . . X .
A Foreign language S SRR TR 1 1 0.00
e et . . : ©(08) < S
Y%=, .« Genealogy/Hjstory .9 6 ‘3 0 12 6 0.50
- Cen ) :
© Travel ° e 8§ - 2’ 4 t 12 3 0.75
e o N - L V) : )
+ - Biography 3.2 3 2 038 »

*Numbers in parentheses represent percentage of ‘total demand.

3 1Users winted circulating copies of reference books.
“ I3 t e . - . * . e -~
. 2 T . 'y Y . - ! ' ’

; ob;écuve was to dev'elopamanager'ially:l'xsgful tool that could.b’éﬁg}hinisteréd with '

. relative ease and minémal cost. Users were interviewed-and given a short question-

s - naire so that a high rate of questionnaire return could beachieved. Later, the forms
were punched and coded for keysort scoring to enable quick and accurate tabula-

_ tion of results. It was intended that interviewing, collegting responses and coding
SN . . . 42 s ! .
N . e 3 - « . Lo . ’ oy
. \) M e A, . - 4 3 . . . s
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TABLE 11 .
PATRON SATJSE‘A{:’I‘ION .

. *®

¥

v

~ Cd
Yes First-time _ No fesponsé

Looking foritem - .

Usually find? L 61
- @87 -
68
(96)

S

Q‘Gcneraliy satisfied

. Looking for class )
* Usually find? o 179
B - . (93)
Genérally satisfied ™~ - ° . 187 )
R . - (97 (8
* Total ' ‘ . :
. Usually find? T 240 - . 9.
' - {92) @y
.+ 255 -8

o - > B

» T
. Generally satisfied - 9.

"'Nu:,.nbers in Rarentheses represent percentage of those.responding.
4Confidence interval for satisfaction.is £3%.

*

“ ¥ . B

responses could be done by clerical personnel or trained volanteers. Final tabula-
tion and scoring wasdesigped to be done by the researcher. The cost of this pretest is
estimated to be: ’ - . ’ ! .
TR N : ;
Time: *+ 50.00 hrs. Adminigter questionnaire -
- 1.75 * hrs., Punch’ . o _
2.00 ~ hrs. . Code - LN g

%375  hrs.  Clerical time @ $3.75 = $201.56
" 1.0° hrs. -Calculate sémpling i
35 hrs. Scoring e -
2.0- hrs.  Tabulation of results >

L 65 “hri. Professional time @ $7.50 = $48.75

Mdteﬁgls: Pi'imir'lg ‘500,{1qestionnaires : ) $17.00
© ., Toml ~ LT se6181

‘This figure is probably inflated from what ordinarily might be expected in the
clerical time aspect, because, as was suggestéd-in, the section on sampling, a
relatively inefficient sampling technique was used. One that used more intervals’
(e.g., of ane-half hour each) could he expected to achieve a higher interview-per-
hour rate. On the other hand, the estimate. may be low for professiona] time,
because, although the figure represents the actual time it took to calculate avail-
ability rates and distribution of dethand, the researcher was probably more familiar
,with the procedure than someone doing this for the first time. The estimate

oAt . L . -

- R _ = . Lot
o f , N
. . « 7 . .
. ’ . '

¥ -
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presented is the costof lhe basic tabulation of theresults of itemand class savailabil-
ity, type of use, and the questions on genefal expectations and satisfaction. The
additional breakdowns by subject ahd type of request took approximately five more,
hours to tabulate, Because the number of questions was greater than on the form
outlined in {he text, a more complicated scoring procedure was used. Copies of the
quesuonnaxre and the keysort codmg scheme used follow.
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Chqu(n Public Lidrary and Iaforaation Center
\ . .

o Materisls Available: Surtey

The librar) ia\mnducung m- supvey vith the belp of €hc Orsduste _
Sehool “of Library Sciehce t¢ find cut how vell ve meet your démands .
:ormarh.u Flesse ansver the questions that spply to you.
. » .
1. DI you & fto the ul;x\‘g"rox: some particulsr fteal
[ NS
Tes, - - lo Please tirn this sheet onr
L and go to question 6. "

: > e
Flease vrite dovn the nazme’of the item. *
- - H

N e -

. e

- = - N
~

2. > yc\lwtumyaﬂnd what you vant in the 1ibrary?
. »

Yes. ¥o. LS

e

3. .Are you generally sstisfied vith the library? .
. Yes! . Bo. !
. ! -~ o . . »

. k. Does the 15brary ovn the itea you came in for today? (For cu.:ple
is 1t listed in the cetaige, or In hu nagazine nm)

—tes. . - , C M. Dia you ask a :utt xeaber tboq};

this 4teat _ Yes . ¥o.

If you would "Tixe the nhnry to try
to get it, please ask the staff at

L 3 the Reference Desk. -

*~
P ‘

T ast EE P - “ N ey
’ 5 Was the ibtea on‘ﬂu sat . - . .

Yes. * ¥o. Did'you ask a :nér zenber sboul.
) . this iten? _ Yes _No.
- If you would | 1ike the library to hold

B the {tex for you end call you vhen it is
pvailsble, please ask the staff st
. the B‘o'feﬂnce Desk.
LN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. 6. Did you cose. 1nto the 1ibrary looking ro;- [ emun xind of sateriall
. Yes. Flease dncubo vhat you vmt. Xo. " Thank you for your coopcntlou.

pa— . . -

Siorks by, __Iun TN __Fetion __Mystery
* {author) ¥ . . )
X . ) o Record T v__lon-tleuoul + ¥ __Gathic
Works about . ' MR .
v & (subject) - _Art print . Pericdical  Mestern . -

-~ . h Other ~ . -~ _Scignce fiction

-

e D v

Po you uuu.u find hta:td”xou‘fﬁmt in the ubnrﬂ KN . Brer mt

Yes. . . . Xo.

P

t,l‘ - N 9'.'); -
Are you genarally satisfisd vuk"tb& 1ibrary?

o Yes. - " T . Ma,
Don tha u,bnry own tha naterial you came 1u for todsyt °

Y, h S No. DI you ask a staff meaber about this

R materialt _ Yes ¥, ’

1£ you would 1ike the library to try to geh 1t
please ask thc staff et thn Reference Dni,

.

P

Was the mstertal on the shelf? .-

Yas. . Did yau ask e staff memher about this
. naterial? __Yes No.
1t you vould m. the 1ibrary to hold nm
material toryou and call you vhen it ts
available, please ask the staff at the
Reference Desk,
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(coding for users requesting materials)
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. C 4 Chexpaign Publie Library asd Inforzation Center
oAl
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Msterials Available: Survey

*yw W

. The lidrary ia conducting this survey vith the help of the Gradusse
School of Lidrary Science to find out hov vell ve Seet your,dexands
# for materials. Plesse snsver the Questions phat.spply.to you. -

1. Did you come to the -ubr‘ry for sooe particular itena?

® i
v . .

Yea. No. Please twrn this sheet over
\‘k”l . R and go to question 6.
’ Please vrite dovn the nase of the itea, | -
. ¢ . .
- ! 3
1 ) ) -

2. Do youususlly find vhat you vant in the lidrary? M

. Yes. . Ko.
2 « «
‘\;‘3 3 3. Are you generally satisfied vith the library?
Yes. : Moo

OO -_

%. Dces the lidbrary own the item you came in for today? (For exu:plé’
: i3 it 1isted in the catalog, or tn the nmagazine 1ist?)

o
(poivdind)

(mskeg)

Yes. P Ko./ DM you ask a/Ataff mesb
this itea? _lYes _ No.
. . 1¢ you vould ke The ljbrary to try  ¥¢% ,,“
. L& » $0 get it “please ask the staff st
q the Reterence Desk. b ‘
jos : . -
$. Was the itea on the-shelft’ . ‘. .
. Yes. oL Xo

. Did you ask afstaff mezader about T,
: this iten? { Yes _ No. .

It you would 1ike the nbru-y to hold

the itep for you and call you when it is

svailable, plesase ask the staff ot
thé Hegerence Desk.

“ “

?&MSW o mu;esnmn. (scm:‘: . : (0"_“) ’

)

Yo

Pred




E

L 9. Does the 1ibrary ovn the materfal Jou éame in for TThY?

- -

' i . . B ’ = SN
LS i > - - -
{i N - Yes P Yo pia T/_’——\
. . . e . you ask taf? meaber about this [y(
N o . v ~daterial? , { Yes _ No. '4) w‘;‘,‘”

3 - . . . It you would | 1ikesthe library,to\try to get it,
’ ’ . “Ylease ask the :ca.fr st the R%fdrqnco Desk.
> , : - < » v

[N

‘i&s
o 1 R - g * ~10, ‘Was the material on_thq shelf?
S, < Yes. i

‘.It“you would d 1iXe the 1ibrary to bold chh
xatorial for you asd cail you vhen It is

. » ~ .
7 . - N -
- ‘%-‘9 . . o, available, tlease,ask the JEALE at tho
" - . - . . Reference DesXk. .

, 7 Theak you for your cooperation.’ . '( .
= oy @b . Q:MA e

. . ‘-' -
L « * : ,

) . . . i
. . Lo . N
L . 3 .

49

< = N ) T LT N e
- i . K . - - Y,
. e - . " .., N v i ..o
: . Ll , ) oot N ’
bt - -, A, 7 ) . -
v T % . > -
e . . ¢ -
as. N e o - \
’ : m - thet) .
C T e <°M QIFMZ > QM X T
.. - 6‘. Did you eou into cbo library .l.ockins for a certain Hnd of " material? . » *
fe : +_Yes. Please dudribe \rhAt you vant. ’ !9. ‘hnnk yau rar your coope' ation. - : )
. - L. - . L . AR A {ﬁdﬂ'
- e : - ‘ . . s v -
sl .. - ‘\YS" Works by . M _Fiction __ Mystery v . ,
~y o - Tekthor) - )
. . - b - - . : ‘ . . __Record ™. — Non~fiction Gocmc -
- L - ‘ Works wbout, . . L ’ l - ;
x P T oot {subject) ___Art print ___Poriodical Heuern " ;J) .
. . . i . L A . L ‘ . (Al
C e . T e - . o__Other=~___. __ Seience rxcuan(["" .
" . &, _‘} - - ., ® < ) .
~r‘ ' ET,' 0 r‘:ya . N ¢ o i . S
. ; . — e 7. Do you usually find material you vant in the 1ibrary? . .
A ’ __Yes. : ) SIS -. . . -y, -
T . L ) ] PR, N ® A Lot
& ) = 8. Are you generally:satisfied with the libr:r_yl_ . . ' - W‘M -~
M LAt § YT ’ Tt . P o
. v . “yﬂ" . . . - - . ] s :9,‘ .

P - - .
—— + O P -
“Bid*you ask £ staff menber about this .
matorial?l ! Yes No.

'.‘V

-t
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' , >
¢’ - (coding for other users) . ~ . ‘B

*  Chaapitgn Pul¥lic ubru-y.;ng Iatormation Canz'. N

b e s T b

Matérisls Avallable;’

The Mbrary is cond.wcnu this survey vith tH¢ belp of the Graduate
School of Livrary/Sclenceo find out how vell ve meet your demands
for naterials, Flease ansver‘the quutiogl that apply to you, -~

%
.
.

1, D14 you come ta the libtrary for some puﬂ%nu !.t.m!
E]
——Yes. '-:. .6 P.lme turn th:,s sheet over
N and go-to question 6.

Plesse vrice down the pane of the n.en.

A -
.

. . . .
Do You usually find vhat you vant in the Ilbratyt
Yas. ‘o, L

v ’ kS hd
. Are you geaeu.u;z uthfled‘ with the library? .
R .

R,

- - . * >
4, boes the 1ibraryzovn the 1t you.,cm lh°tor t ? 3(For exazple *
Nh. 1, .u’mq iz the qu,;,o;, o'ty the ﬁulne. r.? @

o

,

N

. YNou pld yo “ask N :r.tf( nenbér abqut. gt

~“/ this iteut."’_’! _—Bo.

Jou would ke the nbnry t.o r.ryvs

figy {4
/7 geb.it, Prease askqythe antt st
w ?e?erence?’ouk Vol
o e v ' . b iP
B ”'é’h‘.ov.",'*"n -
=. Hu e Trea on the sheasr® o &% «.‘wfg"'\ o fB
o Dld Yoy ask & ﬁm menber about
, thid itenl
1t you wo
" The ateqrgor ycu’lng m’y A
« gvad. s Please ssk zhe,ur.
" the tercncc Desk. .o

- - R
Thank yousfot your gooperatiog. ' \ ;
. . H

»
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A - 6. Dia you cone into the brary mung for a caruin lind or -mm-n - . , T
- N « » . . Lo B -
“ M : . R . s ___T_!ea. Please dncrt)e mt you vant. X £ _¥o, .rmmx you fon, your cooperatd EY ‘.
CUE s T et ) @ | venuy - = . S 1 __ucuo‘n  ystery - ; ®- .
A R - \ {author) . . . N &‘Aﬂ‘ u‘“; /7 N
A I3 o . T . o Record __Non~tiction Goth!\ v N ¢ o
- . R A . Vorks about, : . T e - = & .
2. .. 3 bg N ~ Yo o . .- (sudject) .. oArt priot . —_Rerlodfcal \mtam D e e -
RV L J e . <, - ~ . ___Othcr 3 — N Bcienco rletion RGP
. . e A - : C o, o - . = o
AP . >t L+ .. Dogyou usu.uf;m materfal you vant 1n the ubm-n ~ . (ﬂm Mo(a) \ 3
v H ;’2?‘“‘:" ~ e -fn. . A . . \ !%.5;4, .- . - V o
p - : S <« ol y - -t & B , . v -
- ‘. ; N AL PR s o~ il
& "’\ e e o N . A Are ypu geerally -m,??« vith the nbn,r.y‘l . I B ) .. oA
. - . R P . © t - ) . . ) ) . 3
M . . , ' - .!eyl. . ) ¥o. .

R T T SR L ey

N N : . v 9 Don the nbnry ovn the utartu. you came {n for todsy‘l .

.. . - L Yese - Fo. Did you aik & staff meaber about this . R
B : o e : , paterialt  Yes Ko, ® SRR
Te s DL ’ . - lryouvouldlmtheubnrytotrytott\it. AR B

- ot * . IOV . “ L please ask the staff st the Reference Desk.

SR Y A : : . ( o -‘
. . . B , ) . N
o - - . 10. " Vas the matsrial on the shelf . . . ﬁfms:‘r") a—_—
T “ ’ < Yos. . - ., . No. D1d you ask a staff -euber sbout this X roL
'. ’ . . . material?l _ Yes ' No. . N . . .
i : L2 _ 1t%ou would 1ike the library to 014 this

) material for you and call you vhen it is

. ) available, nlease ask the staff at the
. . Reference Dlg. . ., (W(_&ng\
"l'hank you ror your cooperatSou. ( {l\'b ) ﬁ sz". u‘;(w‘ﬂv)
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- . Ruthor - Items: usually find :
-+ “Subject - - o Items: genemlly satisfied
2T Flm . .Item owned i
& = Item on shelf — : \\ -
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T oo Artpiint s . . o *
-, P - T, s S T A ) .
+  Fiction % . v YPC usually find
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l A good geneml list of serviges expecfed of public I1bmne§ is provndca in Asthut
Jones. “Criteria for the Evaluation of Public Library Services.”” Journal of Librarianship
_"2{Oct. 1970).228-45. Delivery of doeuments is second orthis list. Several surveys have been

* designed for general evaluation of library service. For a model, see Chwe, Stevep Seakho.
“Model Instrument for the User- RauRg of Library Servige."” Califormia Librarian 39{Agril

1978):46-55. A large array of surveys is prcsemed in M.G. Fancher Beeler, etal. Measuning the .

i Quality of Library Service.'d Handbook. Metuchen, N.]J.. Scarecrow l’ress, 1974. (Includes
. s some of the other surveys mentioned in notes below.) *

T ( 2, Burng, Robert W., Jr. “Library Use as a Performance Measure: lls Background and
Rationale.” Journatof Acaaemu Lzb‘:arzansﬁ?i) 4(Mar¢.h 1978).7 9. (Burns presemsahsl of 16
specifications for a good study,)

. ., 3. Goehlert, Robert. *‘Book Avallablhly and Dehvery Servncc Journal of Academic
. Librarianship 4(Nov. 1978):368. =~
4. The literature on availability of library materials is very large and growmg rapidly.
. A briefweatment of the purposes of such studies and an evaluation of the most lmporl&nlones
is found i Michael Buckland. “The Management of Libraries and Information Centers.”
Annual Review of Injormanon Science «and Technology 9(1974).335-79, esp. pp. 342-49.
Burns, "Library Use...” isa good recent survey of the Tield. For older literature on the subject,
see Atkin, Pauline. Blbhogtap}Trof Use Surveys of Public and Academic Libraries, 1950-
November 1970,” Library and Injormalxon Bullelm, no. 14 (London. Library Association,
1971). The most widely known study of pubhc libraies is DeProspo, Emnest R., et al.
Perjormance Measures for Public Libranes (Public Library Assouauon, 1973). The defml
tion of holdings rate, shelf rate,*and availability rate used in this study correspond, to
probahxllty of ownership,” “avallability of books owned probability, “and ** probabihty of *
availability™ as presented in the DeProspo.study. A recent contribution that mere fully
analyzes the complexity of the availability problem is Kantor, Paul B. “Availability Analy-
sis.”” Journalof the ASIS 27(Sept. Oct. 1976):311-19. Kantor sWallablluy 1s determined
by item ownership, use and ability of users”to find materials Jn the library. He eStimates
. probabilities for each of thes€ factors. A brief criique of the desngn of avallablluy surveys and
i their usefulness to libraries is :n Daniel Gore. “The Mischief in Measurement.” Library
]oumal 103(May 1978):933- 37« (This handbookwas developed in ,pan asaresponseto Gore s
criticisms.)
’ . 5. The swdies of

uhar(and Schoheld and the works Gf On- aregnost widely known.
They are dlSCussed below.
6. This is tfie meth

used by Orr iny the evelopmem of the document delivery fest,
. . which he developed for the\¢yaluation of medi rary holdings and shelf availabiluty. *See
o Or, Richard H., et al. “Development of Methodolo¥cal Tools for Planmng and Mgasuring
Library Sérvices, I1. Measuring a Library's Capability of Providing Documents.” Bulletin of .
The Medical Library Association 56(Jan. 1968):241-67, The DeProspo methodology is similar,
but for public libraries the subjectarea ofmaterialscould not he restricted, so DeProspo used a_
PR sample of books listed in Book Publxskmg Record as a standard. A manual has
“  developed that describes the proeedure in detail. Seg Alyman, Ellen, et al. 4 Data Gathermg
. and Instfuctional Manual foy / erformance Measures n Public Lx"branes Chicago. Celadon
v > Prgss, 1976.
7. The dangers of choosing 2 standard inappropriate to the“ihistitution to be studied -
, wn Orr, “Dévelopment of Methodblogical Tools,” p, 249. Orr shows that the
. saniple drawn to measure the collection of academic medical librarjes was probably i inap-
. prop jate for nonaaidemlc medical libraries.s - -

v

wotks wugh( and indieate- if lhey were found or not. Line used a si ?melhod see Line,

s Maliride B. “The Ability of a University Library 10 Provide Booky'Wanted by Résearchers.”

. fouma oszbrananskx{;S(]an 1973):37-51. Urquhar(andSchoﬁcldasked userstoleave slips '
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-cheaply as possible. See Gore, “Mischief,”’ p. 934.

compare the number of fallures tabulated to the num‘)er of works sought See Urquhart, John

A., and Schofield, ].L. “Measunng Readers’ Failure at thie Shelf.’ ]oumalojDocumentahon
m(n«mxzmw — . "Measuring Readers’ Failure a} the Shelf in Three
University Libranes,” Journal of Documentahon 28(Sept. 1972):233-41. Other studies that
have used this approach are cited in the section “Interpretation of Results.”

9. ‘Lancaster argues thata survey of actual demands should be preferred for the evalua-
uon of an individual library, since actual demands will be mare likely to representinforma
non needs of users of 1thai library than some standard list. But if some list could be carefully |
construcied to represent a library 's*users, l}’WOuld measure laten! as well as actdal demands.
See Lancaster, F. Witind. The Measurement and Evaluation of Library Seruxces Washing«
ton, D.C.: Informaiion Resources Press, 1977, p. &

. ¥0. O, Richard H. “Measuring the Goodn f'Labrary Services. A General Frame
work for Conuden:;;jluanmanve Measures.” J oumal of Doc umentahon29($ept 1978). 325

11. This is essénually the same reasoifing reported m Orlando Behling a‘nd Kermn
Cu (yi “A Library Looks at Itself.” College & Research Libraries 28(Nov. 1967).416-22. They
reported a response rate of 55% out of 1230 questionnaires. Charles B. Millham, was forced to
argue that none of his results were significant because of adow return yaie of quesuonnanres-
60%, see Survey of Public Library Utihization, State of Washington, December 1974. Olympia,
Wash.; Washington State Library, 1975.

12. Smith, Rita Hoyt, and Grenade, Warner. “User and thgtary Failures in an Under-
graduate Library,” College & Research Libraries 39(Nov. 1978):467-73, reports use of an *
mitial nterview to increase user cooperation at the Universi ty ol Tennessee. Even with this
contact they were able to increase the return raie of quesgonnalres to.only 495 outof 1000.

13. The analogy Gorg used to describe the diary project he deyised was that of the
thermometer. He wanted only enough information to detect if a problem existed, obtained as

14. Thus figure 0 0.998 would be precisely true only if the demand for the five items were
mndependent of each other. Since it is a class, tfiz demand is not independent, and the actual
figure will depend on how similar the nems are. The figure will sull be higherihan foritems
alone. oo,

15. Taghacozzo, k ,and Kochen. M. "Informauon-Seekmg Behavior of Catalog Users.”

Injormahon,,S?omg'eé;md Rigxal 6(Dec. 1970):366.

16. Universit nts mittee. Reporl of the Commuttee on Librartes. London.
HMSQ, 1967. (Cltedz (Atkin, “Bibliography,”’ pp. 18-19), Rzasa, Philip V., and Monarty,
John+H!“The Ty d Needs of Academuc Library Users, A Case Study of 6568 Responses.”’
College & Research Iifbraries 31(Nov. 1970).403-09. These reports demonstrate the different
types of requests ma by graduate students, undergraduates and faculty.

17. Lapetz, Ben® 1. “Catalog Use ina Large Research Laboratory.” Library Quarterly
42(Jan 1972):135.

18. User Survey of the New York Public Library. Research Ltbmnes .New York. Nelson
Assoaiates, Ing, 1969, p. A-43. The figures for general users are: item—58.2%, subject—39.2%.

19. Tn- umy Regional Planning Commission. Survey of Public Librariey. Summut
County, Ohio. Akron. 1972, p. 2. These are percentages of all users, not just userslookmgfor
maierials as in the catalog use studies.

20. Bird, Margargt, et al. .Publxc Library Use Study. Gtand Raplds. Mich.. Grand Raplds

‘Public Library, 1972.

21. The Summit Coymy, Ohio, study, for exampfe, found that only 27% of the, users
surveyed used the catalog while 42% borrowed books, sée Tri -County Reglonal Planning
Commlsslon p. 43. Hyman, Richard J. Access to Library Collections, An Inguiry Into the

Vahdaty of Duyect Shelf Approach with Special Rejennce to Browsing. Metuchen, N.J..
Scarecrow Press, 1972, presents a historical survey of aitempts to cope with browsers. A model
for shelf arrangement 10 accommodatt browsers based on search theory devcloped in subma
rine warfare may be found in Phlhp Morse. “Browsmg and Search Theory,” in Toward a
Theory of Librananship. Papers in Honor of Jesse Hauk Shera, edlledby Conrad H. Rawskl,
pp- 246-61. Metuchen, N.]J. Scarecrow Press, 1973. (Actual msearch intg how browsers
approach l;btancs is needed. ) ; ’
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e 2. “The desmpuon of the melhod and the examples used in (he text are drawn from .. .
- Drett,' M. Carl. “Random Sampling. A Tool for Library Research.” College & Research
. Laibraries $0{March 1969) 119-35. (The literature on sampling is very large and complex The ..
‘ « approaches presented in the text have been simplified.) % q
. " * 23, For a yes-no dustribution such as the.availability of malcnals, the relauonshlp of
. ?mple stze, confidence interval and probability of a‘(axlablhly is given by the, Iormula
pdp o i

- ) n ‘ . .;

*

S

s ® ~ N " -
i where ¢ , - . ‘. N - T
a conﬁdence interval, or. interval or error 0] be tolerated, as in = 4% N
n = size of sample, . R
- p & probability of avallabxlny. ‘ : P
2 =+ number of standard deviations ol the normal dxsmbutxon assocxated . r
with the confiderice fevel desired. The usual confidence levels used in -
social research are 90% (i.e.; 1 out.of 10 samiples would produse a e . -
resultoutside of the confxdence in@rval desnred) wherez=1 6456& f
o 93% where z = 1.962 . ‘. ot 2
. \Iendenhall William, and Sghacffer Richard L. MalhemalualSlalzslu.s with .4pglx__alzons :
. North Scituate, Mass . Duxbury Press, 1973, pp; 279-83. (A correction factor 1s needed if the
. size of the sample i larger thaii*20% og the populanon to be sampled, but 1s 1gnoted here.) .

. 1 p is not knowt, an approximate value may be gentered. An estimate of 0.5 yields the’
A maximurh mmpls size Fur this estimate, the sample size needed at the confidence interval and .
. conﬁdcnce levgl pecnfled are tabulated:. , - T e

g,

L

. & . ) A 3 A
. . p= 03 - v ‘ .

2o Qonjxdenf_:e level _* . : L, .

- . e 090 ©T, 095 REE A »° o

. L Ld5% \n——27| 385 L, T Y ;
' *. ‘. B;i!{% " 408 601 ... N . : .

. :!:,’}\S:a»w w, 1067 .. . )

R == 2 16 “’ 2401 *

. 24. ‘Kamov, -\vallabﬂny Analysns. gwcs a good analysxs of the difficulty in sorting !
. . Qut, library and, user error. He dlscusscs the broader conceptyal background of this kind, of
analysis and derives s model m, “The Library as an Information Uglityan the L,mversny .
Context._Evolution and. Measuy /;mm; of Service.” Journal, of the HSIS 27(March-April .
. . 1976).100 12, s .
S , 2:1 Kantor has esumated,that a maxlmum of 10 requests pcnhour can be followed Gip so”
"if the researcher decides to follow this procedure, no more than 20 responses per hoyr should -
-* #be collected. See Kamor. *Availability Analysis,”,_p. 314. .- T e
26. The stralegles for 1mproving materias, ayallabxlny by changing the length of loan
+ ; period and duplicating copies of matenals are, discussed in detail ih Michael K. Buiickland.
. Book Aumlabﬂuy and the Library User. New York. Pergamon Press.,1975 pp. 17-131. Gore_
, ‘' has suggcsted a simple rule of thumb for duplication. if abook’has been dirculated more than”
. fotr timés in 1hc last year, it should be considered for, duphcauotf See Gore, Daniel, “'Let
o them Eat Cake While Reading Catalog Cards An Essay on the Avallqbllny Problem "

£ o Library ]Qumal IOO(T5 Jan. 1975): pp. 98-98. .

R 27. Tagliacono an@eg ‘Informauon Seekmg Behavnor,‘: p- 369. .

T~ .ol 28 Ibid), p. 878. e : o
’ . - 297 Gére. “Mischief,” p. 934; and Lipetz, "Cmalog Us2,” pr 186, * .. o

" ‘ﬂt . 30. Line, “Ability of a University Library,” p. £ Utquhart and Schofield, *Failure -,

. at Shelf in Three University Libraries,” p. 237, Smith and Grénade, "Uscr and’ berary

Faxlure's," "471 aryi Goehleft, “Book Availability,” 'p 369 L
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s o 31 Goehlert,, “Book Avanlabnhty and Dehvery Servicg,”" p. 369; Mavqx, Anne S, and
- Vaughan, W.S._Jx. Development apd Implementation of a Curniculum-Based Information A
.. . »  SupportSystem for Honline Unwersity. Landover, Md.. Whiyenburg. Vapghan Associates,
X Inc., 1974.4Ca m‘lancaster,z\!easuremmtand Evaluahonm‘ﬁ%):and Kantor. Avalla'bll
i ‘. . ity Analysis,/p. 3170 T . .. . .
s 32. ‘Gofe, .Mnschlcf pp. 934 85. . . .
t - . Rantor, “Availapility Analysns, "B, 3!8 -~ T® e
34. Tn-County Regjonal Planning Commission, Survey of Public Lzbrarxes, p 45
**- 35. Bird, “Public'Library Use Study.” ¢°
« 86.Schlessinger, Bernard 8, Users and U'ses of tht New Haven F"reePuT)‘lac berary. New
Haven, Conn.: 1972, p.’50. % o -
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